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Abstract

The focus of precision medicine is on decision support, often in the form of dynamic

treatment regimes (DTRs), which are sequences of decision rules. At each decision

point, the decision rules determine the next treatment according to the patient’s

baseline characteristics, the information on treatments and responses accrued by

that point, and the patient’s current health status, including symptom severity and

other measures. However, DTR estimation with ordinal outcomes is rarely studied,

and rarer still in the context of interference - where one patient’s treatment may

affect another’s outcome. In this paper, we introduce the weighted proportional

odds model (WPOM): a regression-based, approximate doubly-robust approach to

single-stage DTR estimation for ordinal outcomes. This method also accounts for

the possibility of interference between individuals sharing a household through the

use of covariate balancing weights derived from joint propensity scores. Examining

different types of balancing weights, we verify the approximate double robustness

of WPOM with our adjusted weights via simulation studies. We further extend

WPOM to multi-stage DTR estimation with household interference, namely dWPOM

(dynamic WPOM). Lastly, we demonstrate our proposed methodology in the analysis

of longitudinal survey data from the Population Assessment of Tobacco and Health

study, which motivates this work. Furthermore, considering interference, we provide

optimal treatment strategies for households to achieve smoking cessation of the pair

in the household.
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1 Introduction

Precision medicine, also known as personalized medicine, refers to treating

patients according to their unique characteristics. Dynamic treatment regimes

(DTRs), as a statistical framework for precision medicine, provide individualized

treatment recommendations based on patients’ individual information. Recently,

the consideration of interference, where one individual’s outcome is possibly

affected by others’ treatment, has gained importance in estimating optimal

DTRs1–3, which are sequences of treatment rules that yield the best-expected

health outcome across a population.

Recently, some researchers, such as Su et al. (2019)2, Jiang et al. (2022a)1 and

Park et al. (2021)4, have focused on optimal DTR estimation in the presence

of interference. In such cases, treatment-decision rules should involve others’

information such as treatments and covariates. To conduct robust optimal DTR

estimation with interference for continuous outcomes in the regression-based

estimation framework, Jiang et al. (2022a)1 developed network balancing weights

to extend the method of dynamic weighted ordinary least squares (dWOLS,

Wallace and Moodie (2015)5). This method focused on a decision framework

in cases where there is an ego (i.e., an individual of primary interest in a social

network) and alters (i.e., those to whom the ego is linked). The covariates or

treatments of the alters could affect the treatment or outcome of the ego, and

the goal is to optimize the mean of the outcome of egos in the network. These

recently developed interference-aware DTR estimation methods, and even many

of the interference-unaware DTR estimation methods, however, focus primarily on

continuous outcomes. Few publications have considered optimal DTR estimation

for discrete outcomes, such as binary and ordinal outcomes, in the presence of

interference.
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In order to estimate optimal DTRs with discrete outcomes, some methods have

been developed without interference. Moodie et al. (2014)6 first implemented

more flexible modeling by adapting Q-learning to discrete utilities, such as

Bernoulli and Poisson utilities. Investigating discrete outcomes, Wallace et al.

(2019)7 introduced an extension of G-estimation to the case of non-additive

treatment effects. Building on dWOLS, Simoneau et al. (2020)8 extended dWOLS

to time-to-event data and developed DWSurv to determine the optimal DTR

with right-censored survival outcomes. Further, focusing on discrete outcomes

and particularly on binary outcomes, Jiang et al. (2022b)9 proposed a dynamic

weighted generalized linear model in a multi-stage treatment decision analysis,

employing two-step weighted logistic regression at each stage for binary outcomes.

The methods developed in this paper are also motivated using data from the

Population Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) Study, a longitudinal

study of smoking behaviours and cessation. Some studies have focused on the idea

that a desire to quit smoking alone may not be sufficient motivation in itself10,11.

Meanwhile, a growing body of literature suggests that e-cigarettes, such as vaping,

can be useful as a cessation aid12,13. Few studies have explored smoking cessation

within couples or households, where interference may be present, and even fewer

have examined the impact of participants’ e-cigarette usage. However, the PATH

study provides a unique chance to investigate these contexts. Motivated by this,

in contrast to Jiang et al.’s approaches to optimizing individual outcomes, our

proposed framework for modeling household interference focuses on optimizing

household utilities by making decisions for the household as a whole. In particular,

we explore optimizing an ordinal utility across a household, combining a couple’s

two binary outcomes of quitting (or attempting to quit) smoking into a single

ordinal outcome.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the proposed

approximately doubly robust regression-based DTR estimation framework for

ordinal household utilities under household interference. Then, to achieve

approximate double robustness in the face of model misspecification, we

propose the estimation process of the joint propensity scores and construct

the corresponding balancing weights. Through simulations of both single- and

multi-stage treatment decisions, Section 3 demonstrates that our method is

approximately doubly robust against misspecification of either the treatment-

free or the joint propensity score model. Section 4 illustrates the implementation
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of our methods on PATH data. Section 5 concludes with a discussion of future

research.

2 Methodology

2.1 Household Interference Modeling Framework with Ordinal Utilities

In the presence of household interference, we aim to estimate treatment decisions

for both individuals in the same household, so the outcomes of interest should

be related to both individuals of a couple in the same household14; thus, both

covariates and treatments of individuals in the same household need to be

considered in a household outcome model. First, we define the household utility

function as a combination of the individuals’ outcomes in the same household. For

example, for a pair (s, r), we may have the utility that U(Y s, Y r) is equivalent

to ωsY
s + ωrY

r, where the combination weights (ωs and ωr) can be set based on

the specific analytical goals.

For instance, we might set ωs = ωr if outcomes of both s and r are considered

equally of interest. Alternatively, we may instead consider a case where one

individual of primary interest - the ego - is the sole focus of our optimization,

but may be influenced by the treatments of their neighbour (the alter(s)). In this

case, we would therefore set a weight of 1 to the ego and 0 to the alters.

For the binary outcome pairs (Y s, Y r), where (Y s, Y r) ∈
{(0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0), (1, 1)}, for simplicity and the goal of studying DTR

with ordinal outcomes, we will specify that all the combination weights are equal

to one (ωs = ωr = 1). Adding 1 to each sum, there are three possibilities 1, 2, or

3 of U(Y s, Y r) for a pair in the same household, and these can be considered

ordinal outcomes for the household. That is, in this setting of a household’s

utility, the utilities of households, U(Y s, Y r) = 1, 2, 3, can be interpreted in

an ordered way: for a pair in a household, (1) neither, (2) one, or (3) both of

them incur a benefit such as smoking cessation, and the largest value (i.e., 3)

is preferred. We consider that the model for such a household utility can be

captured in the form of a function of

f(xβ) + dξ(a
s,xξ) + dψ(a

r,xψ) + dint(a
sar,xϕ), (1)
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where xβ , often termed predictive variables, function to increase the precision

of estimates, and xξ, xψ, xϕ, the so-called prescriptive or tailoring variables, are

used to adapt treatment decisions to pairs in a household. That is, the model has a

treatment-free function f(xβ) and some decision functions dξ(a
s,xξ), dψ(a

r,xψ),

and dint(a
sar,xϕ).

In practice, in the household-level model (1), covariates xξ and xψ can be

individual-level covariates from each individual in the same household. These two

covariates that contain individuals’ characteristics indicate the “personalized”

side of the model (1). Covariates xϕ can be household-level covariates, and

thus they represent households’ characteristics. As such xϕ are special tailoring

variables for our household-interference treatment decisions case. Given the above

utility model, the goal is to identify an optimal household treatment decision rule

d∗(xs,xr) that maximizes the utility U(Y s, Y r), for binary outcomes Y s and Y r.

In our household case, the treatment decision rule d(xs,xr) takes as input both

individuals’ covariates and outputs a treatment configuration for a couple in the

same household.

2.2 Proportional Odds Model and Target Decision Parameters

Let U be an ordinal outcome with C = 3 categories. Then P(U ≤ c) is the

cumulative probability that U is less than or equal to a specific category c. The

log-odds of being less than or equal to a particular c category can be defined as

log
P(U ≤ c)

P(U > c)
= logit[P(U ≤ c)], for c = 1, ..., C − 1,

where the logit link function is defined as logit(p) = p/(1− p). Note that the

denominator P(U > c) of the above equation will be zero if c = C; thus, c =

1, ..., C − 1. The proportional odds model (POM) that specifies the cumulative log-

odds for a particular category assumes that each explanatory variable exerts the

same effect on each cumulative logit regardless of the cutoff c, and is proposed by

McCullagh (1980)15 to be logit[P(Uh ≤ c | xh)] = ζc − θ⊤xh, where coefficients

ζc are category-specific intercepts and θ are coefficients of covariates xh. The

intercepts ζc are the only part that varies across the equations, and the effects of

covariates xh are assumed to be constant for all c, i.e., θc = θ. Building on the

typical POM and our treatment decision set-up, we propose a proportional odds
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model for household ordinal utilities as follows, for c = 1, 2; h = 1, 2, ...H,

logit[P(Uh ≤ c | ash, arh,xh)] = ζc − β⊤xβh − ashξ
⊤xξh − arhψ

⊤xψh − asha
r
hϕ

⊤xϕh.

(2)

According to the general utility model (1), we note that the treatment-free

functions are identified in the above POM model as a linear form f(xβ) =

ζc − β⊤xβ , and the decision functions are specified as dξ(a
s,xξ) = −asξ⊤xξ,

dψ(a
r,xψ) = −arψ⊤xψ and dint(a

sar,xϕ) = −asarϕ⊤xϕ, respectively.

Focussing on the household ordinal outcome (2), we define the household blip

function as γ[(As, Ar),xh; ξ,ψ,ϕ] = Asξ⊤xξh +Arψ⊤xψh +AsArϕ⊤xϕh, which

represents the effects of the treatment configuration (As, Ar) for a household

compared with the null treatment configuration (0, 0). The estimation goal is

to estimate target decision parameters, i.e., the blip parameters ξ, ψ, ϕ. From

these blip-parameter estimates and given the household tailoring variables, the

optimal treatment decisions for a pair in the household can be made. Given

the four choices of (As, Ar) = (1, 1), (1, 0), (0, 1) or (0, 0), the corresponding blip

value γ[(As, Ar),xh; ξ,ψ,ϕ] is ξ⊤xξh +ψ
⊤xψh + ϕ⊤xϕh, ξ

⊤xξh, ψ
⊤xψh , and 0,

respectively. The decision goal is to maximize the outcome across a couple, which

is equivalent to maximising the blip function. Taking into account the blip values

of all possible treatment configurations, an optimal treatment rule must choose

the configuration that corresponds to the maximum blip value. Therefore, we have

the following treatment decision rules for a household:

Decision 1. The optimal household decision rules:

Rule 1: d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) = (1, 1), if ξ⊤xξh +ψ
⊤xψh + ϕ⊤xϕh > 0 and ψ⊤xψh +

ϕ⊤xϕh > 0, and ξ⊤xξh + ϕ
⊤xϕh > 0.

Rule 2: d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) = (1, 0), if ψ⊤xψh + ϕ⊤xϕh < 0 and ξ⊤xξh > ψ
⊤xψh and

ξ⊤xξh > 0.

Rule 3: d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) = (0, 1), if ξ⊤xξh + ϕ
⊤xϕh < 0 and ψ⊤xψh > ξ

⊤xξh and

ψ⊤xψh > 0.

Rule 4: d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) = (0, 0), if ξ⊤xξh +ψ
⊤xψh + ϕ⊤xϕh < 0 and ξ⊤xξh < 0 and

ψ⊤xψh < 0.

Further, if we know the blip parameters ξ,ψ, and ϕ, then we

have γ∗[d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ); ξ,ψ,ϕ] = As∗ξ⊤xξ +Ar∗ψ⊤xψ +As∗Ar∗ϕ⊤xϕ, where

γ∗ means the arguments (As, Ar) in the γ function follow the optimal household
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decision rules Decision 1, and d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) and (As∗, Ar∗) are the corresponding

optimal treatments for the pair (s, r). Therefore, to make decisions for the

household, the estimates of blip parameters ξ,ψ, and ϕ are necessary, and we

present our approximately doubly robust methods in the following section.

2.3 Proposed Method and Approximate Double Robustness

Under household interference, in a single-stage decision setting, we assume that

the true ordinal-outcome model is, for c = 1, 2,

logit[P(U ≤ c | as, ar,x)] = ζc − f(xβ ;β)− γ[(As, Ar),x; ξ,ψ,ϕ].

Our proposed method, the Weighted Proportional Odds Model (WPOM), for a

single-stage decision is applied by specifying three models: (1) Treatment-free

model: f(xβ ;β); (2) Blip model: γ[(As, Ar),xh; ξ,ψ,ϕ] = asξ⊤xξ + arψ⊤xψ +

asarϕ⊤xϕ; (3) Joint propensity score model1: πa
sar (xs,xr) = P(As = as, Ar =

ar | xs,xr). Further, let wstd denote “standard” interference-aware balancing

weights1, which satisfy:

π00wstd(0, 0,x) = π01wstd(0, 1,x) = π10wstd(1, 0,x) = π11wstd(1, 1,x). (3)

In this context, we employ the term “interference-aware balancing weights” to

differentiate them from those in non-interference settings, where the weights

that are not “interference-aware” only involve the common propensity score (see

the balancing weights in Wallace and Moodie (2015)5). The work by Jiang

et al. (2023)1, where the focus is primarily on balancing weights considering

network interference, outlined the criteria for balancing weights in network

settings. Equation (3) mentioned above represents a special case of their balancing

weights criteria specifically adapted for household settings. For example, the

inverse probability-based interference-aware balancing weight for the correlated

treatments in a household is given by:

wstd(as, ar) ∝ 1

πasar
× 1∑

as,ar 1/π
asar

, for as = 0, 1; ar = 0, 1. (4)

The weight is proportional to the inverse of the joint propensities and divided by

a “normalization” factor
∑
as,ar 1/π

asar . In particular, considering the balancing
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weights criterion in the form π00w(0, 0,x) = π01w(0, 1,x) = π10w(1, 0,x) =

π11w(1, 1,x) = π00π10π01π11, we propose overlap-type balancing weights16,17:

wstd(as, ar) ∝ π00π10π01π11

πasar
, for as = 0, 1; ar = 0, 1. (5)

The overlap-type weight for one treatment pair realization is proportional to the

product of the joint propensities for the other possible realizations. Then, the

WPOM for robust estimation of ξ, ψ, and ϕ is applied: As stated in the following

Algorithm 1: Weighted Proportional Odds Model (WPOM)

1 Compute the joint propensity scores and conduct a weighted POM with
standard interference-aware overlap-type balancing weights in equation
(5) to obtain estimates ζ̂, β̂, ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂.

2 Construct the new weights, i.e., for as, ar = 0, 1

w(as, ar) =
π00π10π01π11

πasar
× κ(0, 0,x)κ(1, 0,x)κ(0, 1,x)κ(1, 1,x)

κ(as, ar,x)
, (6)

based on
κ(as, ar,x) = expit(η̂2)

[
1− expit(η̂1)

] [
1− expit(η̂2) + expit(η̂1)

]
, andη̂1(as, ar,x) = ζ̂1 + β̂

⊤
xβ + ξ̂

⊤
asxξ + ψ̂

⊤
arxψ + ϕ̂

⊤
asarxϕ,

η̂2(a
s, ar,x) = ζ̂2 + β̂

⊤
xβ + ξ̂

⊤
asxξ + ψ̂

⊤
arxψ + ϕ̂

⊤
asarxϕ,

which are calculated using Step 1 estimates ζ̂, β̂, ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂.
3 Use the new weights from Step 2, and conduct weighted POM again, to get

new approximately consistent estimators ξ̃, ψ̃, ϕ̃ for treatment decisions.

theorem, Step 2 in WPOM serves as the crucial key to ensuring approximate

double robustness in consistently estimating the blip parameters, even when one

of the treatment-free or joint propensity models is not correctly specified.

Theorem 1. Approximate Double Robustness of WPOM: under the identifiabil-

ity assumptions that (1) consistency18; (2) no unmeasured confounders; and (3)

positivity19, and suppose that the true ordinal-outcome model satisfies

logit[P(U ≤ c | as, ar,x)] = ζc − f(xβ ;β)− asξ⊤xξ − arψ⊤xψ − asarϕ⊤xϕ,
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for c = 1, 2, and any treatment-free function f(xβ ;β). Suppose we use weights

that satisfy

π00w(0, 0)κ(0, 0) = π01w(0, 1)κ(0, 1) = π10w(1, 0)κ(1, 0) = π11w(1, 1)κ(1, 1),

(7)

where

κ(as, ar) = expit(η2)
[
1− expit(η1)

] [
1− expit(η2) + expit(η1)

]
. (8)

Then, a weighted proportional odds model based on the corresponding linear model

will yield approximately consistent estimators of ξ, ψ as well as ϕ if at least one

of the joint propensity score and treatment-free models is correctly specified.

Proof: See Appendix A of the Supplementary materials. Note that the

definitions of η1, η2 in (8) areη1(as, ar,x) := ζ∗1 + β∗⊤xβ + ξ∗⊤asxξ +ψ∗⊤arxψ + ϕ∗⊤asarxϕ,

η2(a
s, ar,x) := ζ∗2 + β∗⊤xβ + ξ∗⊤asxξ +ψ∗⊤arxψ + ϕ∗⊤asarxϕ,

where ξ∗, ψ∗ and ϕ∗ are the solutions of the estimation functions of the POM

(2) with “standard” interference-aware balancing weights that satisfy (3). As a

result, like dWOLS, a family of weights can be used if the criterion (7) is satisfied.

Equation (6) in Step 2 provides an example of such weights because it is derived

from equating (7) to π00π10π01π11 × κ(0, 0,x)κ(1, 0,x)κ(0, 1,x)κ(1, 1,x).

Remarks Similar to the balancing properties of dWOLS, the balancing

properties of POM rely on the propensity score; however, the inference of

household interference depends on the joint propensity functions, which will be

discussed in the following subsection 2.4, in terms of estimation and construction

of the balancing weights. The key factor of the balancing criterion (7) is κ,

called the “adjustment factor”9. It adjusts for the nonlinearity of the link

function, and it is special for the POM. Based on (8), we can conclude that

the adjustment factor is the product of three terms: expit(η2), 1− expit(η1), and

1− expit(η2) + expit(η1), where the first term expit(η2) represents the estimated

cumulative probabilities of categorical utilities 1 and 2, the second 1− expit(η1)

represents the estimated cumulative probabilities of categorical utilities 2 and 3,

and the third term 1− expit(η2) + expit(η1) represents the estimated cumulative
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probabilities of categorical utilities 1 and 3. Alternatively, the three terms of κ in

(8) can be expressed as expit(η2) = 1− P(U = 3), 1− expit(η1) = 1− P(U = 1),

and 1− expit(η2) + expit(η1) = 1− P(U = 2). Then the “adjustment factor” of

(8) can be written as κ(as, ar,x) = Π3
c=1[1− P(U = c)].

Regarding the approximate double robustness of WPOM, the “approximate”

corresponds to “approximately consistent”, which refers to a case where the

estimators are derived from the estimating functions which are approximately

unbiased with a small quantifiable bias (see proof of Theorem 1 in Appendix A).

We also use terms such as “nearly unbiased” or “approximately unbiased”, and

this quantifiable bias will be small when a linear predictor tends to vary in an

interval where the expit function is approximately linear20.

2.4 Estimating Joint Propensity Score

To maximize the assurance of approximate double robustness, we further present

methods of estimating the joint propensity score that takes account of the

correlations between treatments of individuals in the same household3. In a case

where the treatments are correlated, the joint propensity functions are not equal

to the product of the marginal propensities. To build accurate balancing weights

and thus make robust estimations of optimal DTRs, we take into account the

dependence among treatments observed in the same household.

To estimate the joint propensity score, letting Ah = (Ash, A
r
h)

⊤ be the

treatment vector for the hth household, we define phs(α) := P(Ash = 1 | xhs,α)
and phr(α) := P(Arh = 1 | xhr,α) and Ahsr := I(Ash = 1, Arh = 1) = AshA

r
h, where

I(x) is an indicator function. Also, we define phsr := P(Ahsr = 1) = P(Ash =

1, Arh = 1). Then, we provide a three-step estimation algorithm (i.e., Algorithm

2). For the first step, where we estimate marginal propensity score models

(pht(α)) we employ Liang and Zeger (1986)’s22 first-order generalized estimating

equation method for estimating parameter α. Regarding the second step, we

model the association between pairs’ treatments (τhsr), we use Lipsitz et al.

(1991)’s21 pairwise odds ratios model, such that logτhsr(o) = o
⊤xhsr, where

xsr suppressing the h are some pair-level covariates that may influence the

odds-ratio between As and Ar, and o represents the corresponding coefficients.

Finally, in the third step, we calculate the joint propensity score based on

Lipsitz et al. (1991)’s21 formula, and the detailed instructions and techniques are

outlined in Appendix B of the Supplementary Materials. Therefore, building on
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Algorithm 2: Estimating Joint Propensity Score

1 Estimate marginal propensity score models, for the hth household, i.e.,

pht(α) = P(Ath = 1 | xht,α) for t = s, r.

2 Model the association between pairs’ treatments. For instance, denoting
τhsr as the odds ratio for the pair of correlated binary variables (Ash, A

r
h).

3 Calculate the joint propensity score based on Lipsitz et al. (1991)’s21

formula

phsr =


bhsr −

√
b2hsr − 4τhsr (τhsr − 1) phsphr

2 (τhsr − 1)
(τhsr ̸= 1) ,

phsphr (τhsr = 1) ,

(9)

where bhsr = [1− (1− τhsr) (phr + phs)].

estimators of both marginal probabilities (phs(α̂) and phr(α̂)) and the odds ratios

(τ̂hsr), we can construct the estimator of joint propensity π11(xhs,xhr) = phsr

by equation (9). Further, we have other estimators: π̂10(xhs,xhr) = phs(α̂)−
π̂11(xhs,xhr), π̂

01(xhs,xhr) = phr(α̂)− π̂11(xhs,xhr), and π̂00(xhs,xhr) = 1−
phs(α̂)− phr(α̂) + π̂11(xhs,xhr). Therefore, using equation (5), we have overlap-

type estimators of weights ŵ(as, ar) = π̂00π̂10π̂01π̂11

π̂asar , for as = 0, 1; ar = 0, 1.

2.5 Multiple-stage Decisions with Household Ordinal Utilities

For the multi-stage treatment decision setting, backward induction is utilized in

most methods for sequential decision problems. Therefore, multi-stage treatment

decision problems can be broken down into a group of single-stage decision

problems. Then, for each stage, we employ a WPOM to consistently estimate the

blip parameters, i.e., ξ, ψ, and ϕ. Accordingly, we name our novel approach for

DTR estimation with ordinal outcomes the dynamic weighted proportional odds

model, namely the Dynamic Weighted Proportional Odds Model (dWPOM).

If we acquire parameter estimates β̂, ψ̂, and ϕ̂, then we have the estimated

optimal treatment blip

γ̂[d̂∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ); ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂] = Âs∗ξ̂
⊤
xξ + Âr∗ψ̂

⊤
xψ + Âs∗Âr∗ϕ̂

⊤
xϕ,
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where the estimated optimal decisions d̂∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) = (Âs∗, Âr∗) also depend

on estimates β̂, ψ̂, and ϕ̂, and can be calculated by decision rules in Decision

1. Further, we can generate household level ordinal pseudo-utility based on the

ordinal pseudo-utility probability that:

P(Ũh = 1 | d̂∗h,xh) =expit

(
ζ̂1 − β̂

⊤
xβh − γ̂h[d̂

∗
h; ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂]

)
,

P(Ũh = 2 | d̂∗h,xh) =expit

(
ζ̂2 − β̂

⊤
xβh − γ̂h[d̂

∗
h; ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂]

)
− expit

(
ζ̂1 − β̂

⊤
xβh − γ̂h[d̂

∗
h; ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂]

)
,

P(Ũh = 3 | d̂∗h,xh) =1− expit

(
ζ̂2 − β̂

⊤
xβh − γ̂h[d̂

∗
h; ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂]

)
.

(10)

Thus, building on equation (10) and the estimates, we can compute the ordinal

pseudo-utility probability, which is employed in the multiple-stage treatment

decision settings. This ordinal pseudo-utility probability represents the probability

of the potential outcome that a household with the given history would have

if they went on to receive the optimal treatment configuration in the current

stage. We incorporate the Brant-Wald test23 into the algorithm to evaluate

whether the conditional expectations of the proposed ordinal pseudo-utility

outcomes, specifically concerning the covariate values at the earlier stage, conform

to a proportional odds model. The Brant-Wald test involves approximating a

generalized ordinal logistic regression model and comparing it to the calculated

proportional odds model, and the Wald test is then applied to assess the

significance of the difference in model coefficients, generating a chi-square statistic.

A low p-value (e.g., less than 0.05) in the Brant-Wald test suggests that

the coefficients in the generalized model do not satisfy the proportional odds

assumption. The brant package in R facilitates the implementation of the Brant-

Wald test, and in our simulations supports the conclusion that the proportional

odds assumption holds. In addition, in the multiple-stage decisions, to increase

the estimation efficiency, we generate the ordinal pseudo-utility probability R
times, and conduct R times estimation for the parameters of interest. Then, the

final estimates of parameters are the averages of these R estimates. The detailed

algorithm for a multiple-stage decision problem is outlined in Supplementary
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Materials Appendix C. As an illustrative demonstration, we present a two-stage

setup in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Two-stage Dynamic Weighted Proportional Odds Model

1 Construct Stage 2 ordinal pseudo-utility : set Ũ2 = u2, where u2 is the
observed value of U2.

2 Implement WPOM (i.e., Algorithm 1) on ordinal pseudo-utility Ũ2 to

acquire approximately consistent estimators ξ̃2, ψ̃2, ϕ̃2 for the second
stage optimal treatment rule for the household, which is based on the
rules in Decision 1.

3 Use Stage 2 estimates β̂2, ξ̂2, ψ̂2, ϕ̂2 to randomly generate ordinal

pseudo-utility Ũ1, which takes the ordinal value c with the ordinal

probability P(Ũ1 = c) (i.e., Equation 10), R times, to yield Ũ1
1 , Ũ2

1 , ..., ŨR
1 .

4 Implement the Brant-Wald test for the pseudo-outcomes (Ũ1
1 , Ũ2

1 , ..., ŨR
1 ).

(A warning message will be provided if the pseudo-outcomes fail the test.)
5 For each r = 1, ...,R, implement WPOM (i.e., Algorithm 1) on ordinal

pseudo-utility Ũr
1 to get revised estimates ξ̂

r

1, ψ̂
r

1, and ϕ̂
r

1 for each r, and

estimate ξ1, ψ1, and ϕ1 by ξ̂1 = R−1
∑

r ξ̂
r

1, ψ̂1 = R−1
∑

r ψ̂
r

1, and

ϕ̂1 = R−1
∑

r ϕ̂
r

1, respectively, then use parameter estimators ξ̂1, ψ̂1, and

ϕ̂1 to construct the first stage optimal treatment rule (i.e., Decision 1).

3 Simulation Studies

In this section, we provide two simulation studies (Study 1 and 2) to illustrate

our proposed methods for estimating optimal DTRs with ordinal outcomes under

household interference. In each study, we first verify the approximate double

robustness of our estimation method, and then check that the corresponding

estimated optimal DTR outperforms those corresponding to other estimation

methods. In Study 1, we consider single-stage treatment decision problems, and

in Study 2, we investigate a multi-stage decision problem in a two-stage case.

To assess the performance of the methods, we construct three measures: (1)

optimal treatment rate, (2) mean regret value, and (3) value functions for ordinal

outcomes. First, based on the data-generating parameters, we can calculate

the truly optimal treatments for each household. Then, we can construct the

recommended treatments from the estimated rules based on the estimated decision

parameters. The optimal treatment rate (OTR) is then the percentage of the
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estimated recommended treatments that are in accord with the authentic optimal

treatments. Second, the mean regret value (MRV) measures the difference between

the blip value under the true optimal regime and under the estimated regime, and

therefore measures the ‘loss’ experienced by using the estimated regime instead of

the truly optimal one. The detailed performance matrix outlining the definitions

of the OTR and MRV is provided in Appendix D of the Supplementary Materials

(subsection 5.1). Finally, we construct value functions for ordinal outcomes, which

mainly compare the estimated optimal treatments with the observed treatments.

We will give the formal definition of the value functions for ordinal outcomes

building on the concept of the odds ratio. It is important to note that, because of

the specific nature of ordinal outcomes, for the single-stage settings in Study 1, we

compare the WPOM with methods that ignore interference (Study 1a), and focus

on consistent estimation of the WPOM (Study 1b). For the multi-stage settings

in Study 2, we primarily concentrate on the long-term treatment effects of the

estimated DTRs. In that case, we examine value functions for ordinal outcomes

to compare different methods.

3.1 Single-stage Treatment Decision for a Couples Case

3.1.1 Single-stage Treatment Decision for a Couples Case In Study 1a, to evaluate

the performance of the proposed WPOM, we compare the proposed approach

with a simpler alternative that neglects interference. Specifically, we fit a

standard logistic regression model separately for husbands and wives, each

with their respective treatment, covariates, and household-level covariates. An

example would be the model in Theorem H.2 in Jiang (2022)20, which is

developed without considering the treatment of the spouse. We refer to this

method as an interference-unaware approach. We derive optimal treatment

regimes by maximizing the conditional logistic probabilities associated with each

individual, and compare their performance with that of the interference-aware

method. Furthermore, we have developed a cross-validation variant of WPOM

by partitioning the data into K folds and have investigated the performance of

K−fold cross-validated WPOM.

In the generation of ordinal outcomes for the households, based on the mixed

cumulative logit model (2), the ordinal outcome is a random function of household

treatment assignments and covariates xβ , xξ, xψ and xϕ. For simulation settings,

in this part of the study, we take B = 500 Monte Carlo replicates, generating
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Table 1. Methods’ performance measure estimates and their standard errors (in
parenthesis) in Study 1b. H denotes the number of households. OTR-H: Household optimal
treatment rate; OTR-I: Individual optimal treatment rate; MRV: Mean regret value.

H Performance
Method

Interference-unaware WPOM Cross-validated WPOM

500

OTR-H 0.063 (0.005) 0.395 (0.018) 0.393 (0.019)

OTR-I 0.751 (0.006) 0.829 (0.016) 0.827 (0.016)

MRV 0.375 (0.008) 0.055 (0.018) 0.060 (0.018)

1500

OTR-H 0.062 (0.003) 0.530 (0.018) 0.522 (0.018)

OTR-I 0.750 (0.005) 0.872 (0.014) 0.873 (0.014)

MRV 0.375 (0.006) 0.032 (0.017) 0.037 (0.018)

3000

OTR-H 0.063 (0.003) 0.622 (0.017) 0.618 (0.018)

OTR-I 0.750 (0.004) 0.901 (0.012) 0.900 (0.013)

MRV 0.374 (0.005) 0.024 (0.016) 0.028 (0.016)

the covariates, treatments and outcomes for each replicate. A comprehensive

explanation of the steps involved in generating covariates and functions can be

found in Section 5.2 of Appendix D of the Supplementary Materials.

Table 1 presents the three aforementioned performance metrics for the proposed

WPOM method with the weights computed based on Algorithm (2), comparing it

with the interference-unaware approach and the developed 20−fold cross-validated

WPOM. These performance metrics are (1) household OTR, (2) individual OTR,

and (3) the mean regret value. Compared to the interference-unaware approach,

both the proposed WPOM and the 20-fold cross-validated WPOM yielded higher

values for household OTR and individual OTR, as well as a smaller value for

the mean regret. We can conclude that in the context of household interference,

decisions may be significantly compromised if the interference is disregarded. In

comparison to the cross-validated WPOM, the standard WPOM demonstrates

similar performance in these three performance measures. It is worth noting that

K−fold validation is typically employed in a prediction context, but our approach

focuses on estimation; this method serves as a means to assess the stability of the

estimate and provides an error estimate that accounts for some of the model

uncertainty.

3.1.2 Approximate double robustness of WPOM In Study 1b, to examine the

approximate double robustness of the proposed method, we examine four
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scenarios. Scenario 1: neither the treatment-free model nor the treatment model is

correctly specified. Scenario 2: the treatment-free model is correctly specified but

the treatment model is misspecified. Scenario 3: the treatment model is correctly

specified but the treatment-free model is misspecified. Scenario 4: both treatment-

free model and treatment model are correctly specified.

Scenario 1 fails to specify a correct model, so consistent estimation of the blip

parameters cannot be guaranteed. However, Scenarios 2, 3, and 4 correctly specify

at least one of the treatment-free and treatment models, so the estimator of blip

parameters should be close to consistent. In addition, note that we have only

linear terms in our POM, while the true models can contain non-linear terms. If

the true models contain non-linear terms, then we have misspecified the model.

Moreover, in a real application, it is typically more challenging to correctly specify

the treatment-free model than the treatment model, so we particularly highlight

the results of Scenario 3.

In each scenario, five different methods are investigated. Method 0 (M0) employs

the proposed proportional odds model (2) without any balancing weights. Method

1 (M1) considers the same POM and uses the standard balancing weights, but

assumes independence between the treatments, like the weights in Jiang et al.

(2022b)1. That is, w = |As − P(As = 1 | xs)| ∗ |Ar − P(Ar = 1 | xr)|. However,

Methods 2 and 3 (M2 and M3) both consider the same POM, yet use the proposed

interference balancing weights, which allow dependence between the treatments

within the same household. In particular, M2 employs the inverse probability-

based weights (4) and M3 uses the overlap-type weights (5). Furthermore, to

contrast the performance of the weights in M2 and M3 with the weights that

include the adjustment factor, i.e., (8), we also consider Method 4 (M4), that is,

using the same POM (2) with the adjusted overlap weights (6) that is based on

proposed Algorithm 2.

Note that M0 is Q-learning in a single-stage decision setting, and M1, M2, M3,

and M4 belong to our proposed WPOM yet with different balancing weights. M1

uses a no-treatment-association WPOM, but M2, M3, and M4 use treatment-

association aware WPOMs. Methods M2 and M3 employ inverse probability type

and overlap type weights, respectively. However, M4 utilizes adjusted overlap

type weights. The adjusted weights (6) satisfy the weight criterion in Theorem 1,

hence M4 is expected to provide close to consistent blip parameter estimators in

Scenarios 2, 3, and 4.

Prepared using



17

The treatment decision rules in Decision 1 rely on the estimates of blip

parameters, that is, ξ̂, ψ̂, and ϕ̂. Figure 1 presents the distribution of blip

parameter estimates from Methods 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 in Scenario 3, where the

treatment model is correctly specified but the treatment-free model is misspecified.

Moreover, the distributions of the blip parameter estimates in Scenarios 1, 2

and 4 are presented in Supplementary Materials Appendix D. From figures

depicting these results, in particular Figure 1, the approximately consistent

estimation of blip parameters (ξ,ψ, and ϕ) from M4 is as expected. That

is, the estimates of Method 4 from Scenarios 2, 3 and 4 appear consistent,

and this verifies the approximate double robustness of our proposed adjusted

weights (6) in the simulation setting. However, in Scenario 3, M0, M1, M2, and

M3 offer biased blip parameter estimators. Even though the M1, M2, and M3

estimators are biased, the bias is smaller than for the M0 estimator which does

not employ any balancing weights. Moreover, in this Scenario 3, compared with

M1, where independence of the treatments is assumed, M2 and M3, which address

the association between treatments, provide less biased estimators. This result

confirms that if a correlation exists between treatments in the same household in

truth, failing to take that into account will lead to biased estimation. Furthermore,

as Figures 4 and 5 in Appendix D indicate, in both Scenarios 2 and 4, where

treatment-free models are correctly specified, all the methods, even for M1,

provide unbiased estimators of blip parameters. Thus, we find in the case where

the treatment-free model is correctly specified that there is little distinction among

the methods.

In this second part of Study 1b, focusing on Scenario 3, the settings are the same

as those introduced above, except that we set different numbers of households H.

Table 5 (subsection 5.3 of Appendix D) presents the three performance measures

for all methods, i.e., household and individual OTR, and the mean regret value.

As expected, in all the cases, compared with the Q-learning (M0), WPOM (M1 —

M4) methods provide higher values of both household and individual OTR, and

lower mean regret value. From Table 5, in the larger household sample cases, that

is, H ≥ 3000, compared with either M0 (Q-learning) or M1, M2, and M3 (WPOM

with different types of weights), M4 which is WPOM with adjusted weights

provides the highest in both household and individual OTRs, and the lowest

MRV. As well, M0 which does not use any balancing weights outputs the lowest

OTRs and the highest MRV. These results verify that the estimated treatment
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Figure 1. Blip function parameter estimates, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂ (middle row), and ϕ̂ (bottom
row) via Method 0 (M0, Q-learning), Method 1 (M1, no treatment-association WPOM),
Method 2 (M2, treatment-association aware WPOM with IPW-type weights), Method 3
(M3, treatment-association aware WPOM with overlap-type weights) and Method 4 (M4,
treatment-association aware WPOM with adjusted overlap-type weights), when the
treatment model is correctly specified but the treatment-free model is misspecified
(Scenario 3).

configuration from M4 is the closest to the optimal treatment configuration. Thus,

in these large household sample cases, M4 performs best among all these methods,

and M0 performs the worst.

Simulation Study 2, a second simulation in a two-stage decision setting

to demonstrate proposed dWPOM, is presented in Supplementary Materials

Appendix E. These simulation results further demonstrate the robust estimation

of the blip parameters resulting from the proposed method.
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4 Population Assessment of Tobacco and Health Study

4.1 Data Source and Definition of Treatments and Outcome

Investigating household ordinal outcomes, we now apply our approach, dWPOM

with household interference, to longitudinal survey data in the Population

Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) study. We aim to estimate the optimal

DTR for a pair in the same household, based on a sequence of rules of e-cigarette

use or non-use, for achieving the smoking cessation of the pair in the household.

Building on the PATH analysis in Jiang et al. (2022a)1, we consider the subset of

participant pairs both of whom smoke at the beginning of the study. In the PATH

study, data were gathered in waves, starting from 2011, with each subsequent

wave beginning approximately one year after the previous one. Studying the first

four waves, we formulate the PATH analysis as a three-stage decision problem by

defining the jth stage, for j = 1, 2, 3, as the time from Wave j to but not including

Wave j + 1.

In this analysis, the treatment variable is the use of e-cigarettes by cigarette

smokers. Because waves were separated for approximately one year, we define e-

cigarette use reported at the wave of the measured outcome as indicative of the

pre-wave treatment. The e-cigarette usage variable is determined by the question

“Do you now use e-cigarettes (a) Every day (b) Some days (c) Not at all.” Answers

of either “Every day” or “Some days” are coded as A = 1, and answers of “Not

at all” as A = 0.

Further, our household ordinal utility is constructed by a combination of binary

outcomes of individuals sharing a household, where the binary outcome variable

is an indicator of whether participants have either given up smoking (traditional

cigarettes) or have tried to quit smoking or using tobacco product(s). That is, the

household utility is the sum of the final binary outcomes of a pair in the same

household, which is interpreted, for a pair in a household, as (a) neither, (b) one, or

(c) both of them incur a benefit such as smoking cessation. Jiang (2022)20 provides

a comprehensive discussion on the precise construction of binary outcomes using

questionnaires.

4.2 Household Covariates Choice and Model Settings

As for the household covariates choice in our POM, for the jth stage, we first select

the individual-level Wave j variables: age (“less than 35” or “35+”), education,
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non-Hispanic, race and “plan to quit”. Then, building on these individual-level

covariates, we can construct household or joint covariates for our household POM.

For instance, the individual-level age variable is an indicator of “less than 35”; for

the household-level age variable, we thus have three possibilities for a pair in the

same household: both, one of them, or neither of them is less than 35. Therefore,

we construct the single age variable with three categories for the household model.

Similarly, with three possible values for each variable, we construct the non-

Hispanic, race, and “plan to quit” variables at the household level.

For the household covariates, we have denoted, age, education, non-Hispanic,

race, and “plan to quit”, as the covariates xβj = (xj1, xj2, x3, x4, xj5)
⊤ in the

Stage j treatment-free model. We note that, compared with the PATH analysis

in Jiang et al. (2022a)1, we omit the sex variable in the household covariates,

because it has not been significant when we focus on the household-level model.

Individuals s and r are respectively the first and second listed members of

the household pair in the data set. In addition, building on previous work

studying moderators in the relationships of prior wave predictors of quitting

smoking (e.g., Le Grande et al. (2021)24), we select at each stage the variables

age and “plan to quit” as tailoring variables, that is, xξj = (1, xsj1)
⊤, xψj =

(1, xrj1)
⊤, and xϕj = (1, xsj5 + xrj5)

⊤. Therefore, in estimation, the blip model is set

up as γ[(asj+1, a
r
j+1),xj ; ξj ,ψj ,ϕj ] = asj+1ξ

⊤
j x

ξ
j + arj+1ψ

⊤
j x

ψ
j + asj+1a

r
j+1ϕ

⊤
j x

ϕ
j ,

and the treatment-free model as f(xβj ;βj) = β
⊤
j x

β
j . Accordingly, solving the

sequential decision problem by backward induction, for the Stage j = 3, 2, 1

and c = 1, 2, we have the POM that logit[P(Ũrj ≤ c | asj , arj ,xj ; ξj ,ψj ,ϕj)] =
ζcj − β⊤

j x
β
j − asjξ

⊤
j x

ξ
j − arjψ

⊤
j x

ψ
j − asja

r
jϕ

⊤
j x

ϕ
j .

To construct the balancing weights for the proposed POM, as introduced

in Section 2.4, we estimate the marginal propensity scores, the pairwise odds

ratios (τsr), and the joint propensity scores. We first choose covariates at the

individual level for the marginal treatment propensity models, based on the

previous PATH studies of Benmarhnia et al. (2018)12 and Jiang et al. (2022a)1,

as xαj = (xj1, xj2, x3, x4, x5j , x6)
⊤, namely, age, education, non-Hispanic, race,

“plan to quit”, and sex. Then, we employ logistic regression to acquire marginal

treatment propensity scores. The pairwise odds ratios are modeled through a

generalized linear model with the log link and covariates xsr = [1, (xsj5 + xrj5)]
⊤,

which represents the number of individuals in the same household who have a

plan to quit. That is, with parameter o, logτsr(o) = o
⊤xsr.
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Table 2. Blip estimates and their replication standard errors (in parenthesis) from the
analysis of PATH data. Optimal DTRs are functions of blip parameter estimates based on
decision rules in Decision 1. Est. stands for the blip parameters’ estimates.

Wave Est.
Methods

I (Q-learning) II III IV

1 ∼ 2

ξ̂0 -0.100 (0.037) -0.124 (0.044) 0.218 (0.072) 0.107 (0.047)

ξ̂1 0.180 (0.043) 0.130 (0.055) -0.188 (0.052) -0.150 (0.068)

ψ̂0 -0.167 (0.040) -0.321 (0.049) -0.140 (0.047) -0.070 (0.050)

ψ̂1 0.251 (0.044) 0.257 (0.058) 0.017 (0.052) -0.273 (0.059)

ϕ̂0 0.102 (0.079) 0.376 (0.078) 0.009 (0.081) -0.001 (0.099)

ϕ̂1 0.001 (0.047) 0.106 (0.048) 0.087 (0.050) 0.045 (0.058)

2 ∼ 3

ξ̂0 0.341 (0.036) 0.116 (0.046) 0.081 (0.045) -0.031 (0.045)

ξ̂1 -0.276 (0.043) 0.188 (0.062) -0.044 (0.056) 0.200 (0.058)

ψ̂0 -0.078 (0.037) 0.052 (0.052) 0.205 (0.048) 0.004 (0.048)

ψ̂1 0.068 (0.045) 0.101 (0.067) 0.054 (0.058) 0.064 (0.062)

ϕ̂0 0.377 (0.097) 0.663 (0.110) 0.360 (0.108) 0.358 (0.126)

ϕ̂1 -0.317 (0.060) -0.568 (0.065) -0.414 (0.067) -0.507 (0.076)

3 ∼ 4

ξ̂0 0.966 (0.040) 1.067 (0.041) 1.233 (0.040) 0.785 (0.047)

ξ̂1 -0.419 (0.055) -0.268 (0.055) -0.391 (0.054) 0.304 (0.060)

ψ̂0 0.808 (0.038) 1.527 (0.047) 1.217 (0.043) 0.690 (0.044)

ψ̂1 0.448 (0.044) -0.507 (0.054) 0.138 (0.049) 0.987 (0.052)

ϕ̂0 -1.612 (0.137) -0.150 (0.150) -1.479 (0.147) -1.151 (0.228)

ϕ̂1 0.331 (0.069) 0.085 (0.076) 0.004 (0.076) -0.091 (0.115)

Following the methods that were introduced in Section 2, we can further

estimate the joint propensity score, and the corresponding weights. In particular,

we compare four different weights, which are (I) no balancing weights (M0), (II)

no-association overlap weights (M1), where the joint propensity functions are

equal to the product of marginal propensities, (III) association-aware overlap

weights (5) (M3), and (IV) adjusted association-aware overlap weights (6) (M4).

In this PATH analysis, we call them Methods I (Q-learning), II, III, and IV. It is

important to note that Method IV employs the adjusted balancing weights, and

is our desired treatment-association aware dWPOM, which in theory guarantees

approximately consistent estimators of the blip parameters.
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4.3 PATH Analysis Results

Table 2 summarizes the blip estimates and their replication standard errors (in

parenthesis) from Methods I, II, III, and IV in this PATH analysis. It is important

to note that, for both members of a couple to either quit or attempt to quit

smoking, the optimal DTRs for the household are functions of blip parameter

estimates and the couple’s tailoring variables, that is, the decision rules in Decision

1. Method IV, which employs the adjusted balancing weights, is expected to

provide consistent estimation of these blip parameters. Thus, we particularly focus

on the results from Method IV, while accounting for those from other methods.

Because the household case with four treatment configurations is more

complicated than in the previous individual-level analysis, based on Rule 1,

we give several examples of how the results may be interpreted. For Method

IV, in Stage 3 (Wave 3 ∼ 4), for example, the blip estimate is As(0.785 +

0.304 ∗ ages) +Ar(0.690 + 0.987 ∗ ager) +As ∗Ar(−1.151− 0.091 ∗ PQ), where

PQ represents the plans of quitting for a couple in the same household, and ages

and ager are ages of s and r. When we plug in four possibilities of (As, Ar) =

(1, 1), (1, 0), (0, 1), (0, 0), the blip estimates are 0.785 + 0.304 ∗ ages + 0.690 +

0.987 ∗ ager − 1.151− 0.091 ∗ PQ, 0.785 + 0.304 ∗ ages, 0.690 + 0.987 ∗ ager, and
0, respectively. Table 3 summaries the blip estimates for different treatment

configurations (Ash, A
r
h) from Method IV (Stage 3). To interpret these results,

we provide the following examples.

Example 1: If we have household tailoring variables such that ages = 1

ager = 0, and PQ = 0, the blip estimates are 0.785 + 0.304 + 0.690− 1.151 =

0.628, 0.785 + 0.304 = 1.089, 0.690, and 0, respectively. The largest blip estimate

is 1.089, and corresponds to the treatment configuration (As = 1, Ar = 0).

Therefore, in Stage 3 (Wave 3 ∼ 4), if individual s is less than 35 but r is not,

and both of them have no plan to quit, then the treatment recommendation for

this household should be (As = 1, Ar = 0).

Example 2: If we have household tailoring variables such that ages = 0,

ager = 1, and PQ = 2 (individual s is over 35 but r is not, and both of them

have plans to quit), the blip estimates are 0.785 + 0.690 + 0.987− 1.151− 0.091 ∗
2 = 1.192, 0.785, 0.690 + 0.997 = 1.687, and 0, respectively; then the treatment

recommendation should be (As = 0, Ar = 1).

Finally, we note that an important aspect of rigorous real data analysis is

implementing cross-validation to evaluate proposed methods properly. While
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Table 3. Blip estimates for different treatment configurations (As
h, A

r
h) from Method IV

(Stage 3)

(Ash, A
r
h) Blip estimate from Method IV (Stage 3)

(1, 1) 0.785 + 0.304 ∗ ages + 0.690 + 0.987 ∗ ager − 1.151− 0.091 ∗ PQ
(1, 0) 0.785 + 0.304 ∗ ages
(0, 1) 0.690 + 0.987 ∗ ager
(0, 0) 0

the complexity of the PATH design may pose challenges, McConville (2011)25,

Opsomer and Miller (2005)26 and You (2009)27 suggest that there are alternative

cross-validation strategies and literature available to address these challenges,

specifically in the context of complex survey data. Users should carefully choose

and adapt cross-validation methods to suit their specific data and research needs,

ensuring the reliability and validity of their results. Consequently, a further

research direction for our methods entails an examination of suitable cross-

validation strategies for analyzing data from complex longitudinal surveys.

5 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, considering household interference and household utility, we

proposed a robust DTR estimation method for ordinal outcomes to consistently

estimate optimal DTRs. This method, namely dWPOM, uses sequential WPOM

with adjusted balancing weights. We theoretically and empirically demonstrated

the approximate double robustness property of our WPOM approach, which

utilizes the proposed adjusted balancing weights. In the presence of household

interference, our WPOM addresses household ordinal utility problems and

provides optimal treatment recommendations for both individuals in the

household. To address the ordinal outcomes challenge, we consider a POM because

of its easy estimation and interpretation and note that any POM-related tools or

techniques, such as those for variable selection or model diagnosis of POMs, can

be employed in our method. Regarding inference, a single-stage decision can use

standard errors from WPOM to create confidence intervals for blip parameters

directly. However, for multi-stage decisions, non-regularity issues arise28. Hence,

future research is needed to develop methods like adaptive bootstrap and m-out-

of-n bootstrap28 for constructing multi-stage decision confidence intervals.
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We have also made a methodological contribution to the study of interference.

In addition to considering the effects of neighbours’ treatments on an individual’s

outcome, we considered a possible association between their treatments. Building

on this, we presented the estimation process for joint propensity scores in the

case where there exists an association between treatments of individuals in the

same household, then estimated the corresponding balancing weights that satisfy

the balancing criterion. Our simulation studies have revealed that if there exists

an association between treatments but we fail to consider it, then the DTR

estimation process will lead to bias. It would be straightforward to extend our

household interference case to cases of partial interference, where treatments of

individuals blocked by clusters can affect outcomes of the individuals in the same

cluster, while also accounting for the association between these treatments of

individuals in the same cluster. However, the association-aware estimation has

an extra cost: modeling association between pairs of binary treatments, such as

through a pairwise odds ratio model in our household case. For the cluster partial-

interference case, we suggest considering the log-linear model to extend our work

to estimate the “higher-order” odds ratio association29. Note that in cases of

association, the final goal is to estimate the joint propensity scores; therefore, we

recommend employing machine learning methods, such as random forest or deep

neural network, to directly train the model for the joint propensity scores.

We acknowledge that any misspecification in the association model (Step

2 of the Algorithm 2) could impact the accuracy of our joint propensity

score estimation, and thus affect the approximate double robustness of the

proposed method. This step could be refined by using flexible data-adaptive

approaches that accommodate correlated data. Examples of such approaches

include mixed-effect machine learning30 and smoothed kernel regression designed

for dependent data31. Further investigation is needed to assess the robustness

of the proposed methods in terms of association models and employing these

data-driven approaches. Our formulation through the household utility function

also allows for some association among the responses of the household members,

conditional on their treatments. In particular, when we define household utility as

a function of the sum of individual utilities, which happens to be the sum of their

response indicators, the utility distribution will imply an association between the

responses of paired members.
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We also note that individuals within the same household may experience

varying magnitudes of interference effects. When the objective is to optimize the

household’s utility function, the fourth term in our model (Equation 1) captures

these interference effects, and distinguishing between the effects on individuals

may not be necessary. However, if the goal is to optimize individual outcomes or

understand the role of interference effects for each person (e.g., husband or wife),

distinguishing between these interference effects becomes essential. To achieve

this, we can examine individual outcome models, which involve modeling the

outcomes of the husband and wife separately, such as using distinct logistic

regression models. For a consistent estimation approach in logistic regression,

we refer to Appendix H.1.2 in Jiang (2022)20, where the balancing property with

household interference for binary outcomes was proposed for generalized linear

models that consider interference. It would be of interest to explore further the

estimation and development of optimal decision rules for this approach, in order

to compare it with the approach based on household outcomes.

Extending the proposed method to households with varying numbers of

individuals, including those with more than two individuals, presents a challenging

yet important endeavor. This extension can be likened to addressing a partial

interference4,32 problem, where treatments of individuals blocked by clusters can

affect outcomes of the individuals in the same cluster, and households can be

viewed as distinct clusters. To address the partial interference problem, two

modeling are necessary for the investigation: (1) modeling the outcomes, this

entails developing regression models for the outcomes. It is worth noting that

dealing with high dimensionality (e.g., the treatment indicators of all study

units in the cluster and cluster-level pre-treatment covariates) may necessitate

additional assumptions, such as conditional stratified interference, to mitigate

the challenges posed by the curse of dimensionality; see Section 2.2 of Park et

al. (2021)4 for additional discussions about these assumptions; (2) modeling the

joint propensity scores: In the context of the joint propensity scores, it’s important

to consider the potential removal of the treatment-independent assumption as we

investigated in Section 2.4. This can be achieved by accounting for the associations

between treatments of individuals within the same cluster.

Through our analysis of the PATH study, we have demonstrated the practical

applicability of our proposed methods. We estimated a treatment decision function

for household pairs to maximize the probability of achieving smoking cessation
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under the assumptions of a model for their treatment and success. In particular,

we modeled the potential association of e-cigarette usage between members of a

household pair and estimated the joint propensity scores that play a crucial role

in approximately doubly robust estimation with interference. We acknowledge

some limitations of our analysis: the PATH data points are a year apart, which is

not an ideal spacing for treatment decisions, and the size and period of the PATH

subsample provide insufficient data on some of the possible treatment sequences to

make the findings easily interpretable or conclusive. In addition, we have implicitly

assumed that there is meaning in having been the first of the two household

members to be interviewed. While this could well be the case in practice (e.g.,

the household head is interviewed first), it is important to recognize the semi-

arbitrary nature of this labeling, and to assess its impact in future research. Due

to these limitations, it is essential to note that the results of our PATH analysis

are not intended as authentic treatment recommendations for smoking cessation.

They nonetheless serve to demonstrate the underlying principles of household

interference in such a context and the methodology we propose in this analysis.
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Supplementary Materials Appendix

Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 1

In this Appendix section, we will prove Theorem 1. We assume that the ordinal

outcome Uh that takes the value c follows a multinomial distribution that

U∗
h ∼ multinom(πh, 1), where U

∗ is “one-hot” encoded as a C−vector with a

1 at the cth entry and 0 otherwise. Then, the likelihood function is:

P
(
U∗
h = u∗

h

)
=
∏
c

π
u∗
hc

hc , for c = 1, 2, ..., C,

where πhc = P(Uh = c). In our C = 3 case, building on the assumed POM (2)

and denoting η1h = ζ1 − β⊤xβh − asξ⊤xξh − arψ⊤xψh − asarϕ⊤xϕh and η2h = ζ2 −
β⊤xβh − asξ⊤xξh − arψ⊤xψh − asarϕ⊤xϕh, then we have

πh1 = P(Uh = 1 | as, ar,xh) = g−1 [η1h]

πh2 = P(Uh = 2 | as, ar,xh) = g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h]

πh3 = P(Uh = 3 | as, ar,xh) = 1− g−1 [η2h],

where g−1 is the inverse of the link function. However, we assume that the

true POM model has η1h = ζ1 − f(xβh)− asξ⊤xξh − arψ⊤xψh − asarϕ⊤xϕh and

η2h = ζ2 − f(xβh)− asξ⊤xξh − arψ⊤xψh − asarϕ⊤xϕh, for an arbitrary treatment-

free function f(xβh). Denoting the nuisance parameters as θ1 = (ζ,β) and the

parameters of interest as θ2 = (ξ,ψ,ϕ), the log-likelihood function is

ℓ (θ1,θ2;u
∗) =

∑
h

∑
c

u∗hc log πhc

=
∑
h

∑
c

I(uh = c) log πhc.
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Denoting θ = (θ1,θ2) as the whole parameter in POM (2), then the corresponding

score function system components are∑
h

∑
c

I(uh = c)(πhc)
−1∂πhc/∂θ.

Further, denoting V0(Ah, Xh) :=
(
0, 1,−Xβ

h ,−AshX
ξ
h,−ArhX

ψ
h ,−AshArhX

ϕ
h

)⊤
and V1(Ah, Xh) :=

(
1, 0,−Xβ

h ,−AshX
ξ
h,−ArhX

ψ
h ,−AshArhX

ϕ
h

)⊤
, we give the

unweighted score function system. In particular, in our case we have three

components of the score estimation equation system, which are∑
h

I(uh = 1)(g−1 [η1h])
−1g−1′[η1h]V1(Ah, Xh),

∑
h

I(uh = 2)(g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h])
−1
[
g−1′[η2h]V0(Ah, Xh)− g−1′[η1h]V1(Ah, Xh)

]
,

−
∑
h

I(uh = 3)(1− g−1 [η2h])
−1g−1′[η2h]V0(Ah, Xh),

respectively. That is, the score estimation equation system is∑
h

S1hV1(Ah, Xh) +
∑
h

S2hV0(Ah, Xh) = 0, (11)

where S1h and S2h are defined as
S1h :=

[
I(uh = 1)(g−1 [η1h])

−1 − I(uh = 2)(g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h])
−1
]
g−1′[η1h]

S2h :=
[
I(uh = 2)(g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h])

−1 − I(uh = 3)(1− g−1 [η2h])
−1
]
g−1′[η2h].

There are two major components of the POM score equation system in (11).

One of the components is the top two equations associated with ζ1 and ζ2,

and the other is the bottom equations related to (β, ξ,ψ,ϕ). The top two

rows yield
∑
h S1h = 0 and

∑
h S2h = 0. Further, for convenience, we denote by

bh = (b1h, b2h)
⊤ the vector (−S1h/ (S1h + S2h) ,−S2h/ (S1h + S2h))

⊤. In addition,

considering the balancing weights, we can write the weighted analogues of (11)
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as:

∑
h

(S1h + S2h)w(A
s
h, A

r
h, Xh)



bh

Xβ
h

AshX
ξ
h

ArhX
ψ
h

AshA
r
hX

ϕ
h


=
∑
h



V0h

V1h

V2h

V3h

V4h


= 0;

where ∑
h

V0h =
∑
h

(
S1h

S2h

)
w(Ash, A

r
h, Xh) = 0

are additional equations that are used for solving ζ1, ζ2. Now, for simplicity, we

assume that ζ1 and ζ2 are known. (In the implementation of the overall estimation

procedure, these “known” values would be replaced by preliminary estimates.) If

we focus on the logit link, that is, g−1(t) = [1 + exp(−t)]−1, then we have some

properties, such as g−1′(t) = g−1(t)[1− g−1(t)] or g−1′(t) = g−1(t)g−1(−t), where
[1− g−1(t)] = g−1(−t). Thus, we haveI(uh = 1)(g−1 [η1h])

−1g−1′[η1h] = I(uh = 1)(1− g−1 [η1h]);

I(uh = 3)(1− g−1 [η2h])
−1g−1′[η2h] = I(uh = 3)g−1 [η2h].

In addition, we also have

I(uh = 2)
(
g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h]

)−1 (
g−1′[η2h]− g−1′[η1h]

)
=I(uh = 2)

(
g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h]

)−1 (
g−1[η2h]− g−12[η2h]− g−1[η1h] + g−12[η1h]

)
=I(uh = 2)

(
g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h]

)−1 (
g−1[η2h]− g−1[η1h] + g−12[η1h]− g−12[η2h]

)
=I(uh = 2)

(
1− g−1[η1h]− g−1[η2h]

)
,

where the first equality is based on the fact that g−1′[η2h]− g−1′[η1h] =

g−1[η2h](1− g−1[η2h])− g−1[η1h](1− g−1[η1h]), and the last follows by cancelling
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the factor
(
g−1 [η2h]− g−1 [η1h]

)−1
. Thus, we have

S1h + S2h

=I(uh = 1)(1− g−1 [η1h]) + I(uh = 2)
(
1− g−1[η1h]− g−1[η2h]

)
− I(uh = 3)g−1 [η2h]

=[I(uh = 1) + I(uh = 2)](1− g−1 [η1h])− [I(uh = 2) + I(uh = 3)]g−1 [η2h].

Therefore, without loss of generality, we assume that Xβ = Xξ = Xψ = Xϕ = X;

thus, we have

∑
h


V1h − V2h − V3h + V4h

V2h − V4h

V3h − V4h

V4h



=
∑
h




(1−Ash)(1−Arh)

(1−Arh)A
s
h

(1−Ash)A
r
h

ArhA
s
h

Xw(Ash, A
r
h, Xh) (S1h + S2h)

 = 0.

∑
h(V1h − V2h − V3h + V4h) uses the untreated part of the sample, and can be used

to estimate β. That is, β̂ can be solved by
∑
h(V1h − V2h − V3h + V4h) =

∑H
h (1−

Ash)(1−Arh)Xhw(A
s
h, A

r
h, Xh)(S

00
1h + S00

2h) = 0, where S00
1h + S00

2h is defined as

S00
1h + S00

2h :=[I(uh = 1) + I(uh = 2)](1− g−1 [ζ1 − β⊤Xh])

− [I(uh = 2) + I(uh = 3)]g−1 [ζ2 − β⊤Xh].

If the treatment-free model is not correct, the estimates will actually estimate β∗,

which is defined as the solution of EX
[
π00(X)Xw(0, 0, X)(S00

1 + S00
2 )
]
= 0, that

is, EX
[
π00(X)Xw(0, 0, X)(S00

1 + S00
2 )
] ∣∣∣

β=β∗
= 0, where S00

1 + S00
2 is defined as

S00
1 + S00

2

=g−1 [ζ2 − f(X)](1− g−1 [ζ1 − β⊤X])− (1− g−1 [ζ1 − f(X)])g−1 [ζ2 − β⊤X]

=g−1 [ζ2 − f(X)]− g−1 [ζ2 − β⊤X] + g−1 [ζ1 − f(X)]g−1 [ζ2 − β⊤X]

− g−1 [ζ2 − f(X)]g−1 [ζ1 − β⊤X].
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Note that, conditional on treatments and covariates, E[I(u = 1)] = π1 =

g−1[η1] = g−1 [ζ1 − f(X)], which depends on the true outcome models in terms of

the treatment-free function f(X). Similar results are derived from E[I(u = 2)] and

E[I(u = 3)]. That is, E[I(u = 2)] = π2 = g−1[η2]− g−1[η1] = g−1 [ζ2 − f(X)]−
g−1 [ζ1 − f(X)], and E[I(u = 3)] = π3 = 1− g−1[η2] = 1− g−1 [ζ2 − f(X)]. Thus,

conditional on treatments and covariates, we have E[I(u = 1)] + E[I(u = 2)] =

g−1 [ζ2 − f(X)], and E[I(u = 2)] + E[I(u = 3)] = 1− g−1 [ζ1 − f(X)].

To sum up,
∑
h(V1h − V2h − V3h + V4h) = 0 can be solved for β̂. According

to large sample theory, β̂ tends to converge to β∗, as H → ∞33, where β∗

is the solution of HEX
[
π00(X)Xw(0, 0, X)(S00

1 + S00
2 )
]
= 0, with S00

1 + S00
2 :=

g−1 [ζ2 − f(X)](1− g−1 [ζ1 − β⊤X])− (1− g−1 [ζ1 − f(X)])g−1 [ζ2 − β⊤X].

Then the expectation of
∑H
h (V1h − V2h − V3h + V4h) conditional on

(X1, ...XH), that is,

H∑
h

π00Xhw(0, 0, Xh)
[
(S00

1h + S00
2h)(ζ,β)

]
, (12)

where, in terms of parameters of ζ, and β, (S00
1h + S00

2h)(ζ,β) is defined as:

(S00
1h + S00

2h)(ζ,β) :=

g−1
[
ζ2 − f(Xh)

]
− g−1

(
ζ2 − β⊤Xh

)
+ g−1 [ζ1 − f(Xh)]g

−1 [ζ2 − β⊤Xh]

− g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)]g
−1 [ζ1 − β⊤Xh],

can be written using a Taylor series expansion, function g−1[ζ − f(Xh)] at the

points ζ1 − β⊤Xh and ζ2 − β⊤Xh, respectively, as

H∑
h

π00Xhw(0, 0, Xh)
[
K∆+O[∆2]

]
, (13)

where

K := g−1(Z2)
[
1− g−1(Z1)

] [
1− g−1(Z2) + g−1(Z1)

]
,

where ∆ := β⊤Xh − f(Xh), Z2 := ζ2 − β⊤Xh and Z1 := ζ1 − β⊤Xh, and the big

O describes the error term in an approximation to the g−1 function. To prove this,

we initially focus on the first two terms of S00
1h + S00

2h in expression (12), that is,

g−1
[
ζ2 − f(Xh)

]
− g−1 (Z2) = g−1′(Z2)(∆) +O[∆2]. Then the third and fourth
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terms are
g−1 [ζ1 − f(Xh)]g

−1 [Z2] =
(
g−1 (Z1) + g−1′(Z1)(∆) +O[∆2]

)
g−1 [Z2];

g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)]g
−1 [Z1] =

(
g−1 (Z2) + g−1′(Z2)(∆) +O[∆2]

)
g−1 [Z1].

Thus, the Taylor series expansion of S00
1h + S00

2h in expression (12) is(
g−1′(Z2) + g−1′(Z1)g

−1(Z2)− g−1′(Z2)g
−1(Z1)

)
(∆) +O[∆2].

Further, using the property of the g−1 that g−1′(t) = g−1(t)[1− g−1(t)], we have

the Taylor series expansion of (S00
1h + S00

2h)(ζ,β) is

(S00
1h + S00

2h)(ζ,β) = K∆+O[∆2].

Therefore, we finally have expression (13). Then, we consider
∑H
h (V2h − V4h) = 0

and
∑H
h (V3h − V4h) = 0 which can be solved for ξ̂ and ψ̂, respectively, in

terms of ζ̂1, ζ̂2, and β̂. First, we study
∑H
h (V2h − V4h) = 0, that is,

∑H
h (1−

Arh)A
s
hXw(1, 0, Xh) (S1h + S2h) = 0, which provides ξ̂ in terms of ζ̂1, ζ̂2, and

β̂. To show that ξ̂ is (approximately) consistent, we would need to show that

the expectation of
∑H
h (1−Arh)A

s
hXhw(1, 0, Xh) (S10

1h + S10
2h)(ζ,β

∗, ξ) equals or

is close to 0 for general ξ, where (S10
1h + S10

2h)(ζ,β
∗, ξ) is defined as

(S10
1h + S10

2h)(ζ,β
∗, ξ) := g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)− ξ⊤Xh](1− g−1 [ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh])

− (1− g−1 [ζ1 − f(Xh)− ξ⊤Xh])g
−1 [ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh]

= g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)− ξ⊤Xh]− g−1 [ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh]

+ g−1 [ζ1 − f(Xh)− ξ⊤Xh]g
−1 [ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh]

− g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)− ξ⊤Xh]g
−1 [ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh].

Similar to the Taylor series expansion of S00
1h + S00

2h in expression (12), we have

(S10
1h + S10

2h)(ζ,β
∗, ξ)

=g−1(ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh)
[
1− g−1(ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh)

]
[
1− g−1(ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh) + g−1(ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh − ξ⊤Xh)

]
(∆∗) +O[∆∗2],

(14)
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where ∆∗ := β∗⊤Xh − f(Xh). If we denote ηa
s,ar

1 (β∗) = ζ1 + β
⊤xβ + ξ⊤asxξ +

ψ⊤arxψ + ϕ⊤asarxϕ and ηa
s,ar

2 (β∗) = ζ2 + β
⊤xβ + ξ⊤asxξ +ψ⊤arxψ +

ϕ⊤asarxϕ, then, from equation (14), we have

(S10
1h + S10

2h)(ζ,β
∗, ξ) = g−1[η1,02 (β∗)]

[
1− g−1[η1,01 (β∗)]

] [
1− g−1[η1,02 (β∗)]

+ g−1[η1,01 (β∗)]
]
(∆∗) +O[∆∗2].

If this is not the case, then the expectation of equation
∑n
i (V2h − V4h) = 0 with

β = β̂ and ξ = ξ̂ may approach the expectation of equation
∑n
h(V2h − V4h) = 0

with β set equal to β∗ and ξ set equal to a similar limiting value ξ∗ as n→ ∞.

The vector ξ∗ will satisfy the condition that the expectation of

n∑
h

Ash(1−Arh)Xhw(1, 0, Xh)
[
g−1(−ξ∗⊤Xh − β∗⊤Xh)− g−1(−ξ∗⊤Xh − f(Xh))

]
equals or is close to 0, but ξ∗ will in general be different from the true ξ.

Next, we study
∑H
h (V3h − V4h) = 0, that is,

∑H
h (1−

As)ArXhw(0, 1, Xh) (S1h + S2h) = 0, which offers ψ̂ in terms of ζ̂1, ζ̂2, and

β̂. To show that ψ̂ is (approximately) consistent, we would need to show that

the expectation of
∑H
h (1−Ash)A

r
hXhw(0, 1, Xh)(S01

1h + S01
2h)(ζ,β

∗,ψ) equals or

is close to 0 for general ψ, where (S01
1h + S01

2h)(ζ,β
∗,ψ) is defined as

(S01
1h + S01

2h)(ζ,β
∗,ψ) := g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)−ψ⊤Xh](1− g−1 [ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh])

− (1− g−1 [ζ1 − f(Xh)−ψ⊤Xh])g
−1 [ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh]

= g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)−ψ⊤Xh]− g−1 [ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh]

+ g−1 [ζ1 − f(Xh)−ψ⊤Xh]g
−1 [ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh]

− g−1 [ζ2 − f(Xh)−ψ⊤Xh]g
−1 [ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh].

Again, consistent with the Taylor series expansion of (S00
1h + S00

2h)(ζ,β) in

expression (12), we have

(S01
1h + S01

2h)(ζ,β
∗,ψ)

=g−1(ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh)
[
1− g−1(ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh)

]
[
1− g−1(ζ2 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh) + g−1(ζ1 − β∗⊤Xh −ψ⊤Xh)

]
(∆∗) +O[∆∗2],
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or equivalently,

(S01
1h + S01

2h)(ζ,β
∗,ψ) =g−1[η0,12 (β∗)]

[
1− g−1[η0,11 (β∗)]

]
[
1− g−1[η0,12 (β∗)] + g−1[η0,11 (β∗)]

]
(∆∗) +O[∆∗2],

Similar arguments are applied to
∑H
h V4h = 0, that is,∑H

h A
sArXhw(1, 1, Xh) (S1h + S2h) = 0, which offers ϕ̂ in terms of ζ̂1, ζ̂2,

β̂, ξ̂, and ϕ̂. To show that ϕ̂ is (approximately) consistent, we would need

to show that the expectation of
∑H
h A

s
hA

r
hXhw(1, 1, Xh)(S11

1h + S11
2h)(ζ,β

∗,θ2)

equals or is close to 0 for general ϕ, where (S11
1h + S11

2h)(ζ,β
∗,θ2) can be written

as by Taylor series expansion

(S11
1h + S11

2h)(ζ,β
∗,θ2) := g−1[η1,12 (β∗)]

[
1− g−1[η1,11 (β∗)]

] [
1− g−1[η1,12 (β∗)]

+ g−1[η1,11 (β∗)]
]
(∆∗) +O[∆∗2].

Therefore, the expectation of
∑
h


V1h − V2h − V3h + V4h

V2h − V4h

V3h − V4h

V4h

 conditional on

(X1, ...Xn), that is,

∑
h




π00

π10

π01

π11

Xh


w(0, 0, Xh)

w(1, 0, Xh)

w(0, 1, Xh)

w(1, 1, Xh)




(S00
1h + S00

2h)(ζ,β)

(S10
1h + S10

2h)(ζ,β, ξ)

(S01
1h + S01

2h)(ζ,β,ψ)

(S11
1h + S11

2h)(ζ,β,θ2)


 ,

can be written using a Taylor series expansion as

∑
h

ΠXΩ


g−1(η002 )

[
1− g−1(η001 )

] [
1− g−1(η002 ) + g−1(η001 )

]
(∆) +O[∆2]

g−1(η102 )
[
1− g−1(η101 )

] [
1− g−1(η102 ) + g−1(η101 )

]
(∆) +O[∆2]

g−1(η012 )
[
1− g−1(η011 )

] [
1− g−1(η012 ) + g−1(η011 )

]
(∆) +O[∆2]

g−1(η112 )
[
1− g−1(η111 )

] [
1− g−1(η112 ) + g−1(η111 )

]
(∆) +O[∆2]

 ,
(15)
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where ΠXΩ :=


π00

π10

π01

π11

Xh


w(0, 0)

w(1, 0)

w(0, 1)

w(1, 1)

, ηa
sar

1 = ζ1 + β
⊤xβ + ξ⊤asxξ +

ψ⊤arxψ + ϕ⊤asarxϕ and ηa
sar

2 = ζ2 + β
⊤xβ + ξ⊤asxξ +ψ⊤arxψ + ϕ⊤asarxϕ.

Define κ∗(As, Ar, X) = g−1 (η2)
[
1− g−1 (η1)

] [
1− g−1 (η2) + g−1 (η1)

]
with

η1(a
s, ar, X) = ζ∗1 + β∗⊤X + ξ∗⊤asX +ψ∗⊤arX + ϕ∗⊤asarX, η2(a

s, ar, X) =

ζ∗2 + β∗⊤X + ξ∗⊤asX +ψ∗⊤arX + ϕ∗⊤asarX, and ξ∗, ψ∗, and ϕ∗ are assumed

to be limiting values for ξ̂, ψ̂, and ϕ̂, respectively. Then if weights are defined to

satisfy a new balancing criterion

π00w(0, 0)κ(0, 0) = π01w(0, 1)κ(0, 1) = π10w(1, 0)κ(1, 0) = π11w(1, 1)κ(1, 1),

and if the distribution of X is such that the inverse link function is close to

linear for the range of f(X)− β∗⊤X (so that the Taylor expansion error term is

small), the fact that the expectation of the first (top) equation in (15) is 0 for

β = β∗ means that the expectation of the remaining (the second to the forth)

equations (15) are close to 0 too for β = β∗. Again, this argument establishes the

approximate consistency of the corresponding new estimators of ξ, ψ, and ϕ.

To conclude, the corresponding overlap-type weights for POM with ordinal

outcomes are:

w(as, ar) ∝ π00π10π01π11

πasar
× κ(0, 0,x)κ(1, 0,x)κ(0, 1,x)κ(1, 1,x)

κ(as, ar,x)
, for as, ar = 0, 1.

where κ(as, ar,x) = g−1 (η2)
[
1− g−1 (η1)

] [
1− g−1 (η2) + g−1 (η1)

]
with

η1(a
s, ar,x) = ζ∗1 + β∗⊤xβ + ξ∗⊤asxξ +ψ∗⊤arxψ + ϕ∗⊤asarxϕ, η2(a

s, ar,x) =

ζ∗2 + β∗⊤xβ + ξ∗⊤asxξ +ψ∗⊤arxψ + ϕ∗⊤asarxϕ, and ζ∗1 , ζ
∗
2 , β

∗, ξ∗, ψ∗ and

ϕ∗ are the solutions of the estimation functions of POM (2) with standard

overlap weights (5).

Thus, to conduct robust estimation for blip parameters in POMs, we need three

steps. First, construct “adjustment factor” from weighted POMs with balancing

weights from either (4) or (5). Second, construct new balancing weights that

satisfy equation (7). Third, conduct weighted POMs again to acquire approximate

double robust estimators of the blip parameters. It is important to note that
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Xs As Ys

Xr Ar Yr

(a) DAG 1

Xs As Ys

Xr Ar Yr

(b) DAG 2

Figure 2. Directed acyclic graphs of interference analysis, without (DAG 1) and with (DAG
2) association between As and Ar conditional on (xs,xr).

to estimate the balancing weights for ordinal outcomes in POMs, the key is to

precisely estimate the joint propensity function πa
sar (xs,xr).

Appendix B: Details of estimating the joint propensity score

In this appendix section, we provide details about estimating joint propensity

scores, including data-generating processes and estimation methods. As presented

in Figure 2, the directed acyclic graphs for the data-generating process, the red

path between As and Ar in Figure 2b indicates an association (conditional on

xs and xr) of the treatments between the individuals who are “interfering with”

each other in the same household.

With regard to estimation methods for joint propensity, for our pairs case,

one straightforward way is to model three probabilities34; for example, those for

(As, Ar) = (0, 1), (1, 0) and (1, 1). Thus, the remaining probability (i.e., P(As =
0, Ar = 0)) equals to one minus the sum of the probabilities of the three other

possibilities. However, this method would not easily be extended to a larger

number of individuals in the same cluster. Therefore, we focus on an alternative

general way to model the marginal probabilities and the associated structures.

For these structures, the odds ratio, which has some desirable properties and

is employed as the correlation coefficient, is studied as a measure of association

between pairs of binary variables21 29. To generate the correlated treatments for

a household, the idea is to specify the joint distribution (or joint propensity) of

the two binary variables by specifying the marginal distributions of those two
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Ash

Arh 1 0

1 phsr phs − phsr
0 phr − phsr 1− phs − phr + phsr

Table 4. Contingency table for binary treatment variables (As
h, A

r
h) in the hth household.

binary variables and the odds ratio. Then, building on the joint propensity, we

can generate the treatment configuration as (0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0) or (1, 1). Formally,

suppose there are h = 1, ...H households, and one pair is in each household, that

is, the pair (s, r)h belongs to the hth household. Based on Lipsitz et al. (1991)’s21

parameterization of correlated binary data, letting Ah = (Ash, A
r
h)

⊤ be the

treatment vector for the hth household, we define phs(α) := P(Ash = 1 | xhs,α)
and phr(α) := P(Arh = 1 | xhr,α) and Ahsr := I(Ash = 1, Arh = 1) = AshA

r
h, where

I(x) is an indicator function. Also, we define phsr := P(Ahsr = 1) = P(Ash =

1, Arh = 1). Through cross-classifying each individual’s treatment at household

h, we can form a 2× 2 contingency table (Table 4), and the odds ratio for the

pair of correlated binary variables (Ash, A
r
h) is

τhsr :=
P
(
Ash = 1, Arh = 1

)
P
(
Ash = 0, Arh = 0

)
P
(
Ash = 1, Arh = 0

)
P
(
Ash = 0, Arh = 1

) =
phsr (1− phs − phr + phsr)

(phs − phsr) (phr − phsr)
.

(16)

If the odds ratio is known, based on equation (16), then we can then solve for

phsr in terms of the two marginal probabilities (phs and phr) and the odds ratio

(τhsr) such that:

phsr =


bhsr −

√
b2hsr − 4τhsr (τhsr − 1) phsphr

2 (τhsr − 1)
(τhsr ̸= 1) ,

τhsrphsphr (τhsr = 1) ,

(17)

where bhsr = [1− (1− τhsr) (phr + phs)]. Note that phsr is always bounded in

[0, 1], so there is only one feasible choice between the two solutions of the

quadratic equation leading to (9)35. Therefore, in the dependent binary treatment-

generating process, first, we generate the marginal propensity based on the

individual covariates. Second, we generate the odds ratio, which is typically based

on a log-linear regression model21, such that logτhsr(o) = o
⊤xhsr, where xsr
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suppressing the h are some pair-level covariates that may influence the odds-

ratio between As and Ar, and o represents the corresponding coefficients. We can

consider these pair-level covariates xsr to be functions of xs, xr. Third, based

on the marginal propensity and odds ratio, we generate the joint probability

(joint propensity) of the binary treatments configuration. Finally, we generate a

treatment configuration for each household according to its joint propensity.

After seeing the data-generating process for the correlated treatments, let us

now review some notable methods for estimating joint propensity score. In the

estimation process, the first step is to identify marginal models for multivariate

binary data;22 proposed a first-order generalized estimating equation method

to provide efficient estimates of regression coefficients. Suppose that there are

h = 1, 2, ..,H households and household h contains a treatment record of a

pair Ah = (Ash, A
r
h)

⊤, and we are interested in inference about the parameters

of the marginal probabilities such that pht(α) = P(Ath = 1 | xht,α) in terms of

covariates xh and marginal parameter α for t = s, r. The optimal estimating

equation for parameter α is

U(α) =

H∑
h=1

D⊤
h V

−1
h

{
Ah − ph(α)

}
= 0 (18)

where Dh = ∂ph(α)/∂α
⊤, and V h is the working covariance matrix of Ah. The

working covariance matrix V h has the form as V h = Λ
1/2
h corr(Ah)Λ

1/2
h , where

the diagonal matrix Λh = diag{pht(1− pht)}, and correlation matrix corr(Ah)

is the working correlation matrix of Ah. Then the second step is to model

the association between pairs of responses. Prentice (1988)36 utilized second-

order estimating equations, which also offered efficient estimates of association

parameters; however, as the cluster size grows, the computation cost becomes

huge. Lipsitz et al. (1991)21 considered the odds ratio to model the association

between binary responses, and then modified the estimating equations of Prentice

to estimate the pairwise odds ratios. Define τsr :=
P(As=1,Ar=1)P(As=0,Ar=0)
P(As=1,Ar=0)P(As=0,Ar=1) , as in

Lipsitz et al.’s odds ratio model mentioned in the above generating process, i.e.,

logτsr(o) = o
⊤xsr. The pairwise odds ratios are assumed to be non-negative and

are modeled through a generalized linear model with the log link and parameters

o. In addition, Carey et al. (1993)37 proposed alternating logistic regressions

(ALR), simultaneously regressing the response on covariates and modeling the
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association among responses in terms of odds ratios. Two logistic regressions are

iterated: one to estimate regression coefficients using Liang and Zeger (1986)’s22

first-order generalized estimating equations, the other to update the odds ratio

parameters o using an offset. The R software package mets38 provides functions

that output results from ALR estimation.

Appendix C: Dynamic Weighted Proportional Odds Model

(dWPOM)

In this section, we present our Dynamic Weighted Proportional Odds Model

(dWPOM) for multiple-stage decisions with household ordinal utilities.

For the multi-stage decision analysis, our dWPOM procedure could be

implemented by the following steps at each stage of the analysis, starting from the

last stage K and working backwards towards the first stage (subscript j indicates

the number of stages):

Step 1: Construct the stage j ordinal pseudo-utility : set Ũj = uK , where uK

is the observed value of UK , if j = K. Otherwise, use prior estimates β̂K , ξ̂
j+1

=

(ξ̂j+1, ..., ξ̂K), ψ̂
j+1

= (ψ̂j+1, ..., ψ̂K), and ϕ̂
j+1

= (ϕ̂j+1, ..., ϕ̂K) to randomly

generate Ũj , which takes the ordinal value c with the ordinal probability P(Ũj = c),

R times, to yield Ũ1
j , Ũ2

j , ..., ŨR
j .

Step 2: Implement the Brant-Wald test for these pseudo-outcomes

Ũ1
j , Ũ2

j , ..., ŨR
j . A warning message will be provided if the pseudo-outcomes fail

the test.

Step 3: Estimate the stage j joint propensity model πa
sar (hjs,hjr) (e.g., via

alternating logistic regression), then compute the corresponding the association-

concerned interference balancing weights, such as

w(asj , a
r
j) =

π00π10π01π11

πa
s
ja

r
j

for asj = 0, 1; arj = 0, 1.

Step 4: Specify the stage j treatment-free and blip models, and perform a

weighted cumulative link mixed model of Ũr
j on the terms in the treatment-free

and blip models, using weights from Step 2 to get estimates ˆζ∗1j
r
, ˆζ∗2j

r
, β̂∗r

j , ξ̂
∗r
j ,

ψ̂∗r
j , and ϕ̂

∗r
j for r = 1, ...,R; for example, for each r = 1, ...,R, use the POM, for
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c = 1, 2,

logit[P(Ũr
j ≤ c | asj , arj ,hj ; ξj ,ψj ,ϕj)] = ζcj − β⊤

j h
β
j − asjξ

⊤
j h

ξ
j − arjψ

⊤
j h

ψ
j − asja

r
jϕ

⊤
j h

ϕ
j .

Step 5: Use estimates from Step 3 (i.e., ˆζ∗1j
r
, ˆζ∗2j

r
, β̂∗r

j , ξ̂
∗r
j , ψ̂

∗r
j , and ϕ̂

∗r
j) to

compute

κr(asj , a
r
j ,hj) = expit(η̂2)

[
1− expit(η̂1)

] [
1− expit(η̂2) + expit(η̂1)

]
,

where η̂c = η̂c(a
s
j , a

r
j ,hj) = ζ̂c − β̂

⊤
hβj − ξ̂

⊤
asjh

ξ
j − ψ̂

⊤
arjh

ψ
j − ϕ̂

⊤
asja

r
jh

ϕ
j , with

values

(ζ̂c, β̂, ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂) = (ζ̂∗cj
r
, β̂∗r

j , ξ̂
∗r
j , ψ̂

∗r
j , ϕ̂

∗r
j), for c = 1, 2.

Then, for asj , a
r
j = 0, 1, construct the new weights

wnew,r(asj , a
r
j) =

π00π10π01π11

πa
s
ja

r
j

× κr(0, 0,hj)κ
r(1, 0,hj)κ

r(0, 1,hj)κ
r(1, 1,hj)

κr(asj , a
r
j ,hj)

.

(19)

Step 6: Perform a weighted POM with the new weights (i.e., wnew,r(asj , a
r
j))

to get revised estimates ξ̂
r

j , ψ̂
r

j , and ϕ̂
r

j for each r, and estimate ξj , ψj , and ϕj by

ξ̂j = R−1
∑
r ξ̂

r

j , ψ̂j = R−1
∑
r ψ̂

r

j , and ϕ̂j = R−1
∑
r ϕ̂

r

j , respectively, then use

parameter estimators ξ̂j , ψ̂j , and ϕ̂j to construct the jth stage optimal treatment

rule, which is based on Decision 1.

Step 7: Return to Step 1 and analyze stage j − 1 if there are more stages to

analyze.

Appendix D: Performance Matrix and Simulation Study 1 data

generation process and some results

In this section, we outline the performance matrix concerning the definitions of

the Optimal Treatment Rate and Mean Regret Value (refer to subsection 5.1).

Additionally, we delve into the data generation process for Study 1 (refer to

subsection 5.2).
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5.1 Optimal treatment rate and mean regret value

To evaluate the performance of the methods that correspond to different balancing

weights, we construct two main measures, the optimal treatment rate (OTR) and

value functions for ordinal outcomes.

First, we consider the optimal treatment rate. The estimated recommended

treatment configuration for a pair could be that both, one or neither of

the treatments are the same as the true optimal treatments; therefore,

there are two different quantities: one is the optimal treatment rate for the

household, and the other is the optimal treatment rate for the individual.

The household OTR represents the average decision accuracy for the pair

in the same household. Formally, if the true treatment decision for hth

household is (as∗h , a
r∗
h ), the optimal treatment rate for the household can be

expressed as H−1
∑H
h=1 I

(
as∗h = âsh, a

r∗
h = ârh

)
. In this case, decision accuracy

requires estimated pairs’ treatment configurations to be consistent with

the true optimal treatment configuration. Alternatively, the individual OTR

describes the average decision accuracy for individuals, and can be denoted as

(2H)
−1∑H

h=1

[
I
(
as∗h = âsh

)
+ I
(
ar∗h = ârh

)]
. In both cases, the higher OTR value

indicates greater decision accuracy and thus the superiority of the corresponding

method.

Second, in a single-stage setting, to compare the effects of the optimal treatment

configuration with those of the estimated one, we consider the value of the regret

function when the estimated treatment configuration is implemented. We first

define the regret function, which is the expected loss in outcome if we prescribe

a non-optimal treatment (As, Ar) compared to if we prescribe an optimal one

((As∗, Ar∗)), as

µ[d∗, (As, Ar)] = γ∗[d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ); ξ,ψ,ϕ]− γ[(As, Ar),x; ξ,ψ,ϕ]

= (As∗ −As)ξ⊤xξ + (Ar∗ −Ar)ψ⊤xψ + (As∗Ar∗ −AsAr)ϕ⊤xϕ.

Then, according to the definition of the regret function, with the estimated

treatment configuration input, the mean regret value is µ[d∗, d̂∗], where are

d̂∗ = d̂∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) can be computed based on blip estimates and rules in Decision

1. The mean regret value measures the difference between the value under the

optimal regime, i.e., d∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) = (As∗, Ar∗) and that under the estimated

optimal regime, i.e., d̂∗(xξ,xψ,xϕ) = (Âs∗, Âr∗). A smaller mean regret value
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indicates that the estimated regime is closer to the optimal regime; therefore, the

smaller the mean regret value corresponds to the better method.

5.2 Study 1 data generation process

In this subsection, we present the detailed generation process of covariates and

functions, and the simulation (Study 1) figures, which depict the distribution of

the blip parameter estimates in Scenarios 1, 2, and 4.

First, covariates and functions are generated as follows. The individual-level

and household-level covariates are generated as follows. For each individual,

covariates are generated as x1 ∼ U [0, 1] that is uniformly distributed on [0, 1],

x2 ∼ N(0, 1) that is normally distributed with mean 0 and variance 1, and x3 ∼
Ber(0.5), x4 ∼ Ber(0.75) that are Bernoulli distributed with success probability

0.5 and 0.75, respectively. Supposing each household contains two individuals

denoted as (s, r), we let xβ and xϕ include both individuals’ covariates, but

xξ and xψ each include only the single individual’s covariates. For example, in

this simulation, denoting xs and xr as the covariates of (s, r), respectively, we

let xβ = (1, xs1, x
s
2, x

s
3, x

s
4, 1, x

r
1, x

r
2, x

r
3, x

r
4), x

ξ = (1, xs1), x
ψ = (1, xr1), and xϕ =

(1, xs3 + xr3), where x
s + xr is the household-level value which is the sum of two

individuals’ information.

The true treatment-free function is set as f(xβ) = cos(xs1 + xr1)− (xs1 +

xr1)
3 − log|1/xs1| − 2 ∗ (xr1)2 + (xs3 + xr3)

3. It is important to note that this true

treatment-free setting relies on various non-linear functions, including both

even and odd functions. It also consists of both household-level information,

such as xs1 + xr1 and xs3 + xr3, and individual-level information, including xs1

and xr1. In addition, the true blip function is γ[(As, Ar),x; ξ,ψ,ϕ] =

As ∗ (−0.5 + xs1) +Ar ∗ (−0.5 + xr1) +As ∗Ar ∗ [−1 + 0.5 ∗ (xs3 + xr3)], where the

tailoring variables are set as xξ = (1, xs1)
⊤, xψ = (1, xr1)

⊤, and xϕ = (1, xs3 + xr3)
⊤.

The corresponding parameters of interest, that is, the true tailoring parameters,

are set as follows: ξ = (−0.5, 1)⊤, ψ = (−0.5, 1)⊤, and ϕ = (−1, 0.5)⊤. Finally,

the true mean of the latent household outcome is thus µ = f(xβ) +As ∗
(−0.5 + xs1) +Ar ∗ (−0.5 + xr1) +As ∗Ar ∗ [−1 + 0.5 ∗ (xs3 + xr3)].

Our present case needs two thresholds (ζ1 and ζ2) to classify the latent

continuous outcomes into three categories. The following is the process to

generate the three categorical outcomes in our study. In Step 1, we

set reference probabilities for the three-category outcome p = (p1, p2, p3) =
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(0.65, 0.25, 0.1), and compute the cumulative reference probabilities. In Step

2, with the logistic distribution, we map cumulative reference probabilities to

thresholds, which are ζ1 = 0.619, ζ2 = 2.197. In Step 3, based on individual and

household covariates and treatments, we calculate household-level thresholds such

that (ζ1 − µ, ζ2 − µ). In Step 4, for each household, based on household-level

thresholds, we can compute cumulative probabilities and thus acquire the category

probabilities. Finally, in Step 5, we generate household-level category outcomes

based on the category probabilities in Step 4.

The treatments generation process follows the methods that are introduced

in Section 2.4. The marginal propensity model for each individual is set

as P(A = 1 | x) = expit(−1.15 + 0.5 ∗ exp(x1)− 0.25 ∗ x22 + 0.25 ∗ x3 + 0.6 ∗ x4),
and the odds ratio model is set as τ = exp[−0.25 + 0.25 ∗ (xs1 + xr1) + 0.5 ∗
(xs3 + xr3)]. Based on the marginal propensity and odds ratio models, joint

probabilities can be generated. Therefore, the treatment configuration (As, Ar)

can be generated by the corresponding joint propensities.

5.3 Additional Study 1 results

This subsection presents additional results from Study 1b. First, for the second

part of study 1b, centered on Scenario 3, the parameters remain consistent with

those outlined earlier, except for the variation in the number of households,

denoted as H, which is set to 500, 1000, 3000, 5000, and 10000. Table 5 showcases

the three performance metrics for all methods: (1) household OTR, (2) individual

OTR, and (3) the mean regret value.

In the smaller household sample cases, H < 3000, M0 still provides the worst

OTRs and MRV. M4 does not always provide the highest OTRs and the lowest

MRV; however, in these cases, either M2 or M3, which are treatment-association

aware WPOM, offer the best OTR or MRV, compared with M1 which assumes

independent treatment. Note that M2, M3, and M4 all belong to treatment-

association aware WPOM; therefore, these results indicate that treatment-

association aware WPOM performs better than no treatment-association WPOM

if an association exists between treatments.

Second, regarding the simulation figures in Study 1, Figure 3 corresponds

to Scenario 1 where both the treatment model and treatment-free model are

misspecified; Figure 4 correspond to Scenario 2 where the treatment-free model is

correctly specified but the treatment model is misspecified, and Figure 4 present
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Table 5. Methods’ performance measure estimates and their standard errors (in
parenthesis) from Methods 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4, when the treatment model is correctly
specified but the treatment-free model is misspecified (Scenario 3) in Study 1b. H denotes
the number of households. OTR-H: Household optimal treatment rate; OTR-I: Individual
optimal treatment rate; MRV: Mean regret value.

H Performance
Method

M0 M1 M2 M3 M4

500

OTR-H 0.38 (0.18) 0.44 (0.18) 0.45 (0.18) 0.45 (0.18) 0.42 (0.17)

OTR-I 0.58 (0.12) 0.63 (0.11) 0.64 (0.11) 0.63 (0.11) 0.63 (0.10)

MRV 0.19 (0.09) 0.16 (0.09) 0.17 (0.10) 0.17 (0.10) 0.17 (0.14)

1000

OTR-H 0.43 (0.17) 0.52 (0.17) 0.52 (0.17) 0.52 (0.17) 0.51 (0.18)

OTR-I 0.62 (0.11) 0.68 (0.10) 0.69 (0.10) 0.69 (0.10) 0.68 (0.10)

MRV 0.16 (0.10) 0.13 (0.10) 0.13 (0.10) 0.13 (0.10) 0.14 (0.12)

3000

OTR-H 0.48 (0.14) 0.59 (0.13) 0.61 (0.14) 0.61 (0.14) 0.61 (0.16)

OTR-I 0.65 (0.08) 0.74 (0.07) 0.75 (0.07) 0.75 (0.07) 0.75 (0.07)

MRV 0.14 (0.06) 0.09 (0.05) 0.09 (0.05) 0.09 (0.05) 0.10 (0.07)

5000

OTR-H 0.52 (0.13) 0.63 (0.11) 0.65 (0.11) 0.65 (0.10) 0.68 (0.12)

OTR-I 0.68 (0.07) 0.76 (0.06) 0.77 (0.06) 0.77 (0.05) 0.80 (0.06)

MRV 0.13 (0.05) 0.08 (0.03) 0.07 (0.03) 0.07 (0.03) 0.06 (0.04)

10000

OTR-H 0.56 (0.13) 0.67 (0.09) 0.69 (0.09) 0.69 (0.09) 0.75 (0.11)

OTR-I 0.71 (0.07) 0.78 (0.05) 0.80 (0.05) 0.80 (0.05) 0.84 (0.06)

MRV 0.11 (0.04) 0.07 (0.03) 0.06 (0.03) 0.06 (0.03) 0.04 (0.03)

the result from Scenario 4 in which both treatment model and treatment-free

model are correctly specified.

From Figure 3, even though both the treatment model and treatment-free model

are incorrectly specified, M4 which utilizes adjusted overlap-type weights can still

provide less biased blip parameters’ estimators. Except for estimator ψ̂, which

displays little bias, estimators ξ̂ and ϕ̂ appear unbiased. From Figures 4 and 5,

because of the correct identification of the treatment-free model, all the methods

provide consistent estimators of the blip parameters.

Appendix E: Multiple-stage Treatment Decision for a Couples

Case

5.3.1 Approximate robust estimation of dWPOM For multi-stage settings with

ordinal outcomes, the technique of dWPOM is explained in Section 2.5. We
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Figure 3. Blip function parameter estimates, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂ (middle row), and ϕ̂ (bottom
row) via Method 0 (M0, Q-learning), Method 1 (M1, no treatment-association dWPOM),
Method 2 (M2, treatment-association aware dWPOM with IPW-type weights), Method 3
(M3, treatment-association aware dWPOM with overlap-type weights) and Method 4 (M4,
treatment-association aware dWPOM with adjusted overlap-type weights), when both
treatment model and treatment-free model are misspecified (Scenario 1).
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Figure 4. Blip function parameter estimates, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂ (middle row), and ϕ̂ (bottom
row) via Method 0 (M0, Q-learning), Method 1 (M1, no treatment-association dWPOM),
Method 2 (M2, treatment-association aware dWPOM with IPW-type weights), Method 3
(M3, treatment-association aware dWPOM with overlap-type weights) and Method 4 (M4,
treatment-association aware dWPOM with adjusted overlap-type weights), when the
treatment-free model is correctly specified but the treatment model is misspecified
(Scenario 2).
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Figure 5. Blip function parameter estimates, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂ (middle row), and ϕ̂ (bottom
row) via Method 0 (M0, Q-learning), Method 1 (M1, no treatment-association dWPOM),
Method 2 (M2, treatment-association aware dWPOM with IPW-type weights), Method 3
(M3, treatment-association aware dWPOM with overlap-type weights) and Method 4 (M4,
treatment-association aware dWPOM with adjusted overlap-type weights), when both
treatment model and treatment-free model are correctly specified (Scenario 4).
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Figure 6. The DAG of interference analysis: dWPOM for household ordinal outcomes
two-stage decision problems.

now conduct a simulation study (Study 2) to illustrate our estimation of a

two-stage treatment decision problem with ordinal outcomes under household

interference. The causal diagram for two-stage treatment decisions with household

ordinal outcomes in the presence of interference is presented in Figure 6, and the

simulation’s data-generating process is according to this causal diagram. Again,

the red path between As and Ar in DAG 6 indicates that the individuals who are

interfering with each other in the same household receive correlated treatments.

To generate data, taking H = 1000 households and B = 500 replicates, we

denote covariates as xjpt, where j = 1, 2 indicates the jth stage, p = 1, 2 represents

the dimension of covariates, and t = s, r corresponds to individual s or r in

the same household. In Stage 1, the covariates of s and r are x11s ∼ N(0, 1),

x11r ∼ N(0, 1), x12s ∼ Ber(0.5), x12r ∼ Ber(0.5), that is, x11 of s and r are

normally distributed with mean 0 and variance 1, and x12 of s and r are

Bernoulli distributed with success probability 0.5 in Stage 1. Similarly, in Stage

2, the covariates of s and r are x21s ∼ 0.5 ∗N(x11s, 1), x21r ∼ 0.5 ∗N(x11r, 1),

x22s ∼ Ber(0.1 + 0.5 ∗ x12s), x22r ∼ Ber(0.1 + 0.5 ∗ x12r). To generate correlated

treatments of a pair, for stage j = 1, 2, the marginal propensity model for each

individual is set as P(Aj = 1 | xj) = expit(−1 + 1.15 ∗ exp(xj1)− 0.5 ∗ xj2), and
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the odds ratio model is set as τ = exp[−0.15 + 0.25 ∗ (xj2s + xj2r)]. The true

treatment-free function is set as f(xβ) =
∑2
j=1 fj(x

β
j ) = cos[π ∗ (x11s + x11r)] +

0.5 ∗ exp(x21s + x21r) + 0.2 ∗ (x12s + x12r)
3, and for j = 1, 2, the true blip

functions (γj [(A
s
j , A

r
j),xj ; ξ,ψ,ϕ]) are set as: Asj ∗ (−0.25 + 0.5 ∗ xj1s) +Arj ∗

(−0.25 + 0.5 ∗ xj1r) +Asj ∗Arj ∗ [−0.5 + 0.25 ∗ (xj2s + xj2r)], where the true blip

parameters are ξ = (−0.25, 0.5)⊤, ψ = (−0.25, 0.5)⊤, and ϕ = (−0.5, 0.25)⊤. To

generate household-level ordinal outcomes, following the same outcome-generating

procedure in Study 1, we set ζ1 = 0.405, ζ2 = 1.735. Building on individual and

household covariates and treatments, we calculate household-level thresholds

(ζ1 − µ, ζ2 − µ), where µ = f(xβ) +
∑2
j=1 γj [(A

s
j , A

r
j),xj ; ξ,ψ,ϕ]. Then, from

these we can compute cumulative probabilities and thus acquire the category

probabilities.

In this simulation study, examining two-person household interference, we

focus on interference-aware Q-learning and our proposed dWPOM with adjusted

weights. We highlight the approximate consistent estimation of the proposed

dWPOM method if at least either the treatment-free or treatment model is

correct, by considering various types of model misspecification at the two stages.

The treatment-free model is harder to correctly specify; thus, in this study, we

specifically consider two cases: (1) in both Stages 2 and 1, the treatment-free

models are misspecified, but the treatment models are correctly specified; (2)

in Stage 2, the treatment-free model is misspecified, but the treatment model

is correctly specified, while in Stage 1, alternatively the treatment model is

misspecified, but the treatment-free model is correctly specified. Note that the

true treatment-free models and treatment models contain non-linear covariate

terms, and if we consider only the linear covariate terms in a model, we will

mis-specify that model.

For Case (1), the distributions of the blip estimates (i.e., ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂) are presented

in Figures 7 and 8, which correspond to Stage 1 and Stage 2, respectively. The

distributions of the blip estimates from Case (2) are presented in Appendix 5.3

Figures 9 and 10. In Figure 8, which depicts blip estimates from Case (1) in Stage

2, all the blip estimates from our dWPOM appear to be symmetrically distributed

and centred at the true blip parameter values, but Q-learning provides biased

estimators. From Figure 7, which corresponds to Case (1) in Stage 1, for our

dWPOM, blip estimates ξ̂, ϕ̂ are also symmetrically distributed and centred at

the true parameters’ values, but the blip estimates ϕ̂0, ϕ̂1 appear to be slightly off
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Figure 7. Blip function parameter estimates in Stage 1 of Study 2, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂ (middle

row), and ϕ̂ (bottom row) via Q-learning and treatment-association aware dWPOM with
adjusted overlap-type weights in Case (1), where the treatment-free models are
misspecified, but the treatment models are correctly specified in both Stages 2 and 1.

the true values. We suspect that this misalignment results from the fact that the

estimation is only approximately consistent, because of the omission of remainder

terms in the Taylor expansion (see proof of Theorem 1 in Appendix 5).

5.3.2 Value function and performance of identified DTR As previously stated,

our value functions for ordinal outcomes are evaluated by computing the odds

ratio. We now define value functions for ordinal outcomes by first introducing

the odds of a particular outcome. From the proposed POM, we can predict

ordinal outcomes when the estimated optimal treatments have been implemented.
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Figure 8. Blip function parameter estimates in Stage 2 of Study 2, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂ (middle

row), and ϕ̂ (bottom row) via Q-learning and treatment-association aware dWPOM with
adjusted overlap-type weights in Case (1), where the treatment-free models are
misspecified, but the treatment models are correctly specified in both Stages 2 and 1.

Building on these predicted ordinal outcomes, we can compute the odds: the

probability that the preferred outcome will occur is divided by the probability

that the preferred outcome will not occur. That is, we calculate the ratio of

the number of the preferred outcome to the number of the outcome that is

not preferred. For instance, in our three ordinal outcome case (U = 1, 2, 3),

the preferred outcome is 3, and the odds of U = 3 being among the predicted

ordinal outcomes is the ratio of the number of U = 3 to the number of U = 1

or U = 2, i.e., Oddpred =
∑H
h I(Ûh = 3)/(H −

∑H
h I(Ûh = 3)). Moreover, from
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among the observed ordinal outcomes, we can compute the other odds of

U = 3, which correspond to implementing the observed DTRs, i.e., Oddobs =∑H
h I(Uh = 3)/(H −

∑H
h I(Uh = 3)). Finally, we can define the value functions

for ordinal outcomes: the ratio of the odds of U = 3 among the predicted ordinal

outcomes to the odds of U = 3 among the observed ordinal outcomes (i.e.,

OR(U = 3) = Oddpred/Oddobs). Similarly, if our preferred outcome is “U = 2 or

U = 3”, meaning that at least one individual quits smoking, we can also compute

the corresponding value functions. In the simulation study, we estimate the mean

value function as the average of B = 500 replicates (B−1
∑B
b ORb(U = 3)).

The average value function for ordinal outcomes, which is the odds ratio of

outcome U = 3 from interference-aware Q-learning, in Case (1), is 1.25, but that

from interference-aware dWPOM is 1.36, which is greater than Q-learning’s. For

Case (2), the estimated value function for ordinal outcomes from Q-learning is

1.16, which is smaller than those (1.28) from dWPOM. These results indicate

that both methods provide better treatment regimes than the observed treatment

regime, but the treatment regime from the proposed interference-aware dWPOM

performs better than interference-aware Q-learning. In both cases, the true models

are the same, so that the optimal treatment regime would be the same, and

the data are the same. Interference-aware dWPOM is estimating the model

parameters correctly, and thus estimating the optimal treatment regime, while

because of its biases Q-learning is effectively estimating a sub-optimal treatment

regime.

In this section, we present the additional simulation results from simulation

Study 2, a two-stage DTR estimation with ordinal outcomes under interference.

Consistent with the same data-generating process in Case (1) Study 2, Case (2), in

Stage 2, misspecifies the treatment-free model but correctly specifies the treatment

model. Stage 1, Case (2) misspecifies the treatment model, but correctly specifies

the treatment-free model.

The distributions of the blip estimates (i.e., ξ̂, ψ̂, ϕ̂) from Case (2) are presented

in Figures 9 and 10, which correspond to Stage 1 and Stage 2, respectively.

Similar to the results for Case (1), in Figure 10, which depicts blip estimates

from Cases (2) in Stage 2, all the blip estimates from our dWPOM appear to

be normally distributed and centred by the true blip parameters’ values, but Q-

learning provides biased estimators. From Figure 9, which corresponds to Case (1)

in Stage 1, for our dWPOM, blip estimates ξ̂0, ψ̂0, ϕ̂ are also normally distributed
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Figure 9. Blip function parameter estimates in Stage 1 of Study 2, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂ (middle

row), and ϕ̂ (bottom row) via Q-learning and treatment-association aware dWPOM with
adjusted overlap-type weights in Case (2), where the treatment-free model is misspecified,
but the treatment model is correctly specified in Stage 2, and the treatment model is
misspecified, but the treatment-free model is correctly specified in Stage 1.

and centred by the true parameters’ values, but the blip estimates ξ̂1, ψ̂1 appear

to be slightly off the true values. Again, we suspect that this misalignment results

from the approximately consistent estimation, essentially caused by the omission

of remainder terms in the Taylor expansion.

In our two-stage simulations generating data from the proportional odds model,

the Brant-Wald test does support the use of the proportional odds assumption

at the earlier stage. Around 3.11% of the 7500 simulation replications indicate a

test failure.
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Figure 10. Blip function parameter estimates in Stage 2 of Study 2, ξ̂ (top row), ψ̂

(middle row), and ϕ̂ (bottom row) via Q-learning and treatment-association aware
dWPOM with adjusted overlap-type weights in Case (2), where the treatment-free model is
misspecified, but the treatment model is correctly specified in Stage 2, and the treatment
model is misspecified, but the treatment-free model is correctly specified in Stage 1.
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